88063273 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


IHL 


U  S.  Oeportmeril  of  the  Ir^tetlor 


Albuquerque  Field  Office 


Final 


Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Riparian  and  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 

Volume  1 


August  2000 


BLM/NM/PL-OO-01 0-1 040 


BLDG 

DENVEP  3ERALC!- 
H.i  0X25047 
DENVER,  COLORADO 


Mission  Statement 

It  is  the  mission  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  sustain  the  health,  diversity, 
and  productivity  of  the  public  lands  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  present  and  future 
generations. 


BLM/NM/PL-OO-01 0-1 040 


4  ^52^^ 


IK 


U  S  Dcpar’mc'il  cl  iho  Irtsrlor 


DQ-QS-D®®® 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Albuquerque  Field  Office 


uMa 

^QUb 

V,  I 


Final 


Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Riparian  and  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 

Volume  1 


oO 


BLM  Library 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Bldg.  50,  OC-521 
RO.  Box  25047 
Denver,  CO  80225 


August  2000 


s 


BLM/NM/PL-OO-01 0-1 040 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107 
www.nm.blm.gov 


Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.  N.E. 


Dear  Reader, 


nclosed  for  your  review  and  comment  is  the  Proposed  Albuquerque  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  Plan  (HMP)  and  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Albuquerque  Field  Office. 
The  propped  HMP  is  based  on  Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  which  was  presented  and  analyzed  in 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management.  The  public 
notice  of  availability  of  the  DEIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  the  DEIS  was  made  available 
to  the  public  October  8,  1999,  with  a  90-day  public  comment  period  followed  by  a  30-day  extension  of  the 
public  comment  period.  The  Bureau  has  selected  Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  as  the  agency’s 
preferred  alternative.  The  DEIS  is  included  by  reference  but  not  duplicated  in  this  document. 

Following  release  of  the  DEIS,  the  BLM  held  informal  open  houses  followed  by  formal  public 

he^mgs  on  November  17  and  18,  1999,  in  Cuba  and  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico,  respectively,  to  accept 
public  comments  and  statements  on  the  DEIS. 

The  BLM  received  comment  letters  and  statements  on  the  adequacy  of  the  DEIS  and  the  merits  of 
the  alternatives  presented.  The  public  comments  resulted  in  modification  of  the  FEIS. 

availability  period  for  the  proposed  HMP  and  the  FEIS,  a  Record  of  Decision 
prepared  for  this  project,  and  copies  will  be  sent  to  those  on  the  project  mailing  list. 
Individuals  wanting  to  comment  on  the  changes  made  in  preparing  the  final  HMP  or  the  FEIS  should  send 


them  to: 


Jim  Silva 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107 
(505)  761-8901 

Any  comments  received  will  be  considered  in  preparation  of  the  ROD  for  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


Albuquerque  Field  Office 
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ABSTRACT 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 


Draft  (  )  Final  ( x ) 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 


1.  Type  of  Action;  Administrative  (x)  Legislative  (  ) 

2.  Proposed  Action:  To  restore  and  protect  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  under  BLM  jurisdiction  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office,  which  includes  all  or  parts  of  Cibola,  Sandoval,  McKinley,  Rio  Arriba, 
Bernalillo,  Valencia,  Torrance,  and  Santa  Fe  Counties,  New  Mexico. 

3.  Abstract:  This  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS)  (Volume  1)  includes  a  habitat  management 
plan  (HMP)  (Volume  2)  based  on  Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  which  was  presented  and 
analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  was  issued  October  8, 1999.  The  HMP,  Volume  2  of  this  FEIS,  presents 
an  adaptive  management  model  that  is  applied  to  each  riparian  area  under  BLM  jurisdiction.  The 
desired  outcome  of  implementing  the  HMP  is  achievement  of  proper  functioning  condition  for  all 
riparian  areas  and  the  protection  and  restoration  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat. 

4.  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  from  individuals,  groups,  and  agencies,  and  the  BLM  responses  to  these 
comments  are  included  in  Volume  1. 

5.  For  further  information  contact:  Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107 
505-761-8901 


6.  Date  Final  Filed  with  EPA: 


7. 


Approved: 


Field  Manager 
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SUMMARY 


This  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 
in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 
(FEIS)  (Volume  1)  includes  the  Riparian  and 
Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP) 
(Volume  2)  for  restoring  and  protecting  riparian 
and  associated  habitats  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Following  public 
review  and  comment  on  the  three  alternatives 
presented  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  - 
New  Mexico  (DEIS),  the  BLM  selected 
Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  as  the 
preferred  alternative.  Implementation  of  the 
preferred  alternative  is  discussed  in  the  HMP. 
Volume  1  of  this  FEIS  contains  the  public 
comments  received  on  the  DEIS  and  the 
associated  BLM  responses  to  those  comments. 
This  FEIS  also  contains  the  Biological 
Evaluation  required  under  Section  7  of  the 
Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Volume  2  contains  the  HMP. 

Publication  of  this  two-volume  FEIS 
continues  a  process  started  by  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  when  the  public  was  notified  of  an 
opportunity  to  provide  issues  and  comments  on 
riparian  habitat  management.  During  public 
scoping,  individuals  presented  a  number  of 
useful  comments  that  resulted  in  the  presenta¬ 
tion  and  analysis  of  three  alternatives  in  the 
DEIS:  (1)  Current  Management,  (2)  Adaptive 
Management  (preferred  alternative),  and 
(3)  Grazing  Management.  By  selecting  the 
Adaptive  Management  Alternative,  the  BLM 
recognizes  the  need  to  incorporate  modem 
business  practices  of  goal  setting  and  feedback 
mechanisms  into  decision  making  to  facilitate 
changing  direction  when  new  information 
becomes  available.  The  development  of  a  HMP 
based  on  adaptive  management  allows  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  to  implement  a  set  of 
management  actions  specific  to  each  riparian 


area  following  a  common  management  strategy, 
which  has  as  its  primary  goals  the  restoration 
and  protection  of  riparian  areas. 

For  over  a  decade,  the  BLM  has 
emphasized  the  restoration  and  protection  of 
streamside  riparian  areas  for  the  benefit  of 
watercourse  and  watershed  integrity,  unique 
plant  association  protection,  and  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  as  well  as  for  other 
riparian-dependent  species  in  New  Mexico. 
Although  much  has  been  accomplished  to  meet 
agency  goals  for  riparian  area  improvement, 
much  more  remains  to  be  done.  For  example, 
new  data  on  the  current  condition  of  riparian 
habitats  need  to  be  obtained  and  utilized.  In 
addition,  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  needed 
to  develop  and  make  readily  available  to  the 
public  a  set  of  published  goals  and  objectives 
representing  a  desired  future  condition  for 
riparian  areas.  By  completing  the  HMP  for 
riparian  areas,  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  has 
demonstrated  that  riparian  habitat  management 
is  a  priority  field  office  activity. 

The  HMP  provides  a  framework  for 
meeting  two  primary  goals:  (1)  the  attainment  of 
proper  functioning  condition  for  all  riparian 
areas  and  (2)  the  protection  and  enhancement  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat. 
Achievement  of  these  goals  entails 
implementation  of  the  following  five  steps: 

•  Survey  and  analyze  riparian 
conditions; 

•  Use  survey  results  to  describe  a 
desired  future  condition  and  to 
identify  appropriate  management 
actions; 

•  Implement  management  actions; 

•  Monitor  the  success  of  the 
management  actions;  and 
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•  Modify  the  management  actions,  if 
necessary,  on  the  basis  of  the 
monitoring  results. 

These  five  steps  will  be  implemented  for  each  of 
the  BLM-administered  riparian  areas  located 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office.  Thus,  site-specific  application  of  the 
HMP  allows  field  office  staff  to  account  for  the 
individual  ecological  conditions  and  dynamics 
that  control  the  recovery  and  maintenance  of 
riparian  systems.  For  example,  grazing 
management  to  protect  riparian  habitat  includes 
both  exclusion  of  domestic  livestock  by  fencing 
and  the  selective  application  of  dormant  grazing, 
depending  on  the  condition  and  structure  of  the 
vegetation  in  the  riparian  area. 

Graphic  materials  included  in  Volume  2 
(the  HMP)  show  individual  riparian  areas  under 


BLM  jurisdiction  within  the  context  of  other 
features,  activities,  and  land  jurisdictions.  For 
example,  some  figures  show  the  relationship 
between  the  riparian  areas  and  livestock  grazing 
allotments.  Others  show  the  distribution  of 
riparian  areas  under  BLM  jurisdiction  relative  to 
the  surface  hydrology  network  within  the  entire 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  area.  The  figures 
underscore  the  fact  that  riparian  habitats  are  a 
small,  but  critical,  percentage  of  lands 
administered  by  the  BLM.  In  addition,  segments 
of  riparian  areas  under  BLM  jurisdiction  are 
often  only  a  small  part  of  a  larger  area  under 
other  jurisdictions  over  which  the  BLM  has  no 
management  responsibility  or  authority.  This 
observation  is  central  to  gaining  an  appreciation 
for  the  important,  but  limited,  role  the  BLM  can 
exercise  in  improving  and  protecting  riparian 
habitats  in  New  Mexico. 
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1  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  AND  RESPONSES 


1.1  INTRODUCTION 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 
in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 
(DEIS)  was  issued  October  8,  1999,  at  which 
time  the  public  and  interested  agencies  were 
given  90  days  to  comment  on  its  content.  Thus, 
the  comment  period  was  scheduled  to  close  on 
January  12,  2000.  The  comment  period  was 
extended,  however,  to  February  12,  2000,  in 
response  to  several  requests.  During  the 
comment  period,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  received  oral  comments  at 
two  public  hearings;  written  comments  were 
received  in  the  form  of  letters,  postcards,  and 
e-mails.  Section  1.2  of  this  chapter  presents  a 
summary  of  the  comments  received  during  the 
hearings  and  the  associated  responses. 

Section  1.3  contains  copies  of  the  comment 
letters  received  and  presents  the  associated 
BLM  responses. 

1.2  PUBLIC  HEARING 
COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 

This  section  presents  the  comments  that 
were  received  at  the  public  hearings  held  on  the 
DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  - 
New  Mexico.  The  hearings  were  held 
November  17  and  18,  1999,  at  the  Cuba  High 
School  (Cuba)  and  at  the  BLM  (Albuquerque), 
respectively.  Table  1.1  summarizes  the  oral 
comments  received  on  the  DEIS  and  presents 


the  associated  BLM  responses.  Complete  copies 
of  the  hearing  transcripts  are  available  for 
review  at  the  BLM  Albuquerque  Field  Office. 
The  field  office  also  can  provide  information  on 
obtaining  a  personal  copy  of  the  transcripts. 

1.3  WRITTEN  COMMENTS 
AND  RESPONSES 

This  section  reproduces  (from  the  best 
available  copies)  the  comment  letters  received 
during  the  review  period  for  the  DEIS  for 
Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico, 
and  presents  corresponding  BLM  responses.  In 
general,  the  letters  have  been  arranged 
chronologically  according  to  their  dates.  Each 
letter  to  which  the  BLM  responded  has  been 
assigned  a  letter  code,  and  for  each  letter, 
consecutive  numbers  have  been  used  to 
designate  individual  comments  and  the 
corresponding  BLM  responses.  The  letters  and 
responses  are  placed  side  by  side  on  facing 
pages  to  the  extent  possible,  so  that  the  specific 
response  to  a  given  comment  can  be  easily 
located.  Multiple  copies  of  a  form  postcard  or 
e-mail  are  presented  and  responded  to  only 
once,  although  recognition  is  provided  as  to  how 
many  copies  of  the  correspondence  were 
received.  Table  1.2  is  an  index  of  the  letters  and 
the  corresponding  codes  in  the  order  that  they 
appear  in  this  section. 
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TABLE  l.i  Public  Hearing  Comment  Summaries  and  Responses  for  the  DEIS  for  Riparian 
and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 


Speaker  and 

Comment  Summary_ BLM  Response 

Public  Hearing  Held  at  Cuba  High  School,  Cuba,  New  Mexico,  November  17, 1999 


R.  Johnson  No.  1 :  Many  of  the  riparian  areas  have 
been  used  traditionally  as  watering  sources  for 
livestock  and  wildlife.  Fencing  these  areas  without 
allowing  for  alternative  places  for  livestock  and 
wildlife  to  obtain  water  will  cause  hardship  to  these 
animals. 


R.  Johnson  No.  2:  It  is  claimed  that  many  of  the 
riparian  areas  are  degraded  by  use.  However,  the  Rio 
Puerco  and  many  other  areas  are  extremely  eroded. 
Sediments  are  cutting  down  many  of  the  drainages. 
Therefore,  many  of  the  areas  do  need  protection,  but 
much  of  the  degradation  is  being  caused  by  natural 
sources  (e.g.,  the  banks  slough  into  the  river  during 
rains  and  cause  a  large  amount  of  sediment). 

R.  Johnson  No,  3:  Some  of  the  spring  areas  (e.g.,  on 
Mesa  Portales)  have  been  designated  as  riparian  areas. 
These  have  been  traditionally  used  as  livestock 
watering  sources.  I  do  not  oppose  their  protection,  but 
there  should  be  a  consideration  for  the  continued 
traditional  use  of  these  areas  for  livestock  and  wildlife 
watering. 

R.  Johnson  No.  4:  There  are  some  structures  that  were 
placed  by  the  BLM  in  the  1960s  and  1970s.  Some  of 
these  have  created  a  type  of  temporary  wetland.  I  do 
not  feel  that  these  should  be  considered  wetlands  or 
riparian  areas.  They  are  merely  seasonal  areas  where 
water  gathers.  They  do  not  provide  a  source  of  cover 
and  food  supply  for  livestock  and  wildlife. 


Fences  installed  for  riparian  exclosures  or  pastures  are 
designed  to  control  livestock  use  of  the  riparian  areas. 
Most  wildlife  species  (e.g.,  elk  and  deer)  can  get  over 
these  fences.  Where  fences  are  installed  to  control 
livestock  access,  alternative  water  sources  are 
provided  as  necessary.  If  alternative  watering  sources 
cannot  be  developed,  water  gap(s)  are  created  to  give 
livestock  a  limited  access  point  to  the  stream.  This 
protects  much  of  the  degraded  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  areas  from  continuing  damage  from  livestock 
access. 

While  the  contributing  factors  of  erosion  in  and  along 
the  Rio  Puerco  involve  more  than  grazing  by  domestic 
livestock,  responsible  grazing  management  remains 
critical  to  the  success  of  riparian  habitat  improvement 
and  protection. 


Where  necessary,  the  BLM  provides  alternative 
livestock  watering  sources  when  an  existing  source  is 
fenced  to  exclude  its  use.  For  example,  a  spring  box, 
pipeline,  and  water  trough  system  are  used  to  provide 
a  water  source  away  from  the  fenced  spring  area. 


The  BLM  will  continue  to  manage  springs  and  seeps 
to  (1)  protect  the  source,  (2)  provide  water  for 
livestock  and  wildlife,  and  (3)  protect  wetland  areas 
for  riparian  values. 
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TABLE  1.1  (Cont.) 


Speaker  and 

Comment  Summary 

BLM  Response 

M.  Kannon  No.  1: 1  do  not  believe  that  ranchers  have 
a  problem  maintaining  riparian  areas  as  they  are.  I  do 
not  feel  that  local  ranchers  are  involved  in  the  process 
as  much  as  they  should  be  in  order  to  manage  riparian 
areas. 

Clearly,  a  cooperative  effort  between  the  grazing 
permittee  and  the  public  land  manager  is  critical  to  the 
success  of  riparian  habitat  management.  The  BLM 
will  continue  to  make  every  effort  to  facilitate  the 
partnership  opportunity. 

M.  Kannon  No.  2:  The  Rio  Puerco  needs  a  number  of 
dams  on  it  to  control  flow  rates,  and  thus  decrease 
sediment  loads.  However,  this  may  not  be  feasible  due 
to  monetary  costs. 

The  issue  of  structures  on  the  main  stem  of  the 

Rio  Puerco  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document. 

M.  Kannon  No.  3: 1  have  no  problem  with  wildlife 
using  the  riparian  areas.  However,  I  do  have  a 
problem  with  fencing  some  of  the  riparian  areas, 
because  cattle  are  the  only  animals  that  the  fences 
keep  from  getting  into  the  riparian  areas. 

See  the  response  to  R.  Johnson  No.  1  later  in  this 
section.  Wildlife  rarely  contribute  significantly  to  the 
decline  of  riparian  areas  except  where  their  numbers 
exceed  long-term  carrying  capacities  (e.g.,  due  to  a 
lack  of  human  or  natural  predators,  where  wildlife  are 
unable  to  migrate  seasonally  or  permanently,  or  where 
wildlife  numbers  are  managed  to  maximize  hunter 
satisfaction).  However,  wildlife  can  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  revegetation  efforts  in  riparian  areas.  The 
BLM’s  monitoring  efforts  would  be  able  to  determine 
whether  riparian  areas  are  adversely  affected  by 
wildlife  use  where  livestock  grazing  has  been 
excluded.  Where  necessary,  management  strategies 
will  be  modified  to  control  wildlife  use  of  those 
riparian  areas  that  are  not  being  restored  in  a  timely 
manner. 

Public  Hearing  Held  at  the  BLM,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico,  November  18, 1999 


C.  Parker  No.  1:  We  are  concerned  that  Las  Huertas 
Creek  has  been  omitted  from  the  EIS. 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been 
added  to  the  riparian  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Habitat 

Management  Plan  [HMP]  in  Volume  2  of  this  FEIS). 

C.  Parker  No.  2:  The  area  around  Las  Huertas  Creek 
is  open  to  off-road  vehicles  and  mining.  These 
activities  should  be  stopped.  The  Resource 

Management  Plan  should  be  amended  to  address  the 
cessation  of  these  uses  of  the  area. 

The  BLM  will  initially  assess  the  riparian  area  to 
determine  its  functioning  condition  (e.g.,  proper 
functioning  condition,  functional-at  risk,  or 
nonfunctional).  On  the  basis  of  this  assessment  and 
other  influences  in  the  watershed,  the  BLM  will  then 
determine  the  management  strategies  to  maintain, 
enhance,  or  restore  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  riparian 
area. 
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TABLE  1.1  (Cont.) 


Speaker  and 
Comment  Summary 


BLM  Response 


C.  Parker  No.  3:  We  support  not  only  that  Las  Huertas 
Creek  be  added  to  the  EIS,  but  that  an  amendment  to 
the  Resource  Management  Plan  be  made  to  protect  the 
area  and  remove  certain  uses  of  the  area. 

R.  Sandoval  No,  1 : 1  am  grateful  that  I  can  use  the 
riparian  and  aquatic  areas  of  the  Rio  Puerco  during  the 
off-growing  season.  The  only  problem  I  have  is  with 
trespass  cattle  that  use  my  permitted  grazing  area. 

R.  Sandoval  No.  2:  The  BLM  should  consult  with  the 
rancher  on  his  knowledge  of  the  area  before  building 
fences  to  make  riparian  pastures  or  exclosures  so  that 
weak  points  (trouble  spots)  can  be  identified.  This 
would  help  control  trespass  cattle. 


R.  Sandoval  No.  3:  Something  needs  to  be  done  to  get 
vegetation  growing  within  and  outside  the  Rio  Puerco. 
This  Rio  Puerco  valley  used  to  look  like  what  the  Rio 
Grande  valley  does  today  (e.g.,  lined  with 
cottonwoods  and  other  vegetation).  However,  these 
trees  are  disappearing  because  the  water  table  has 
gone  down.  Even  though  the  BLM  did  a  lot  of  work  in 
the  river  about  30  years  ago,  the  river  banks  are  still 
sloughing  off  and  the  river  channel  is  getting  deeper. 


See  the  responses  to  C.  Parker  No.  1  and 
C.  Parker  No.  2.  Also,  Las  Huertas  Creek  will  be  a 
specified  riparian  area  to  be  managed  as  part  of  the 
HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 

The  BLM  will  address  trespass  cattle  problems,  as 
appropriate,  as  it  enacts  its  management  activities  for 
specific  riparian- wetland  areas. 

The  BLM  concurs  with  your  comment.  Management 
activities  will  be  implemented  carefully  and  with 
considered  consultation,  cooperation,  and 
coordination  with  lessees,  permittees,  and  others  with 
a  vested  interest  in  the  use  and/or  restoration  and 
maintenance  of  riparian  areas. 

Stabilizing  the  Rio  Puerco  is  an  issue  that  involves 
more  than  riparian  area  management.  To  the  extent 
possible,  riparian  habitats  under  BLM  jurisdiction  in 
and  along  the  Rio  Puerco  will  be  restored  and 
protected.  The  issue  of  structures  on  the  main  stem  of 
the  Rio  Puerco  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document. 
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TABLE  1.2  Index  of  Letters  Received  during  the  Public  Comment  Period 


Letter  Code 
(Date) 

Source 

(Affiliation) 

Page 

No. 

Misc.l 

(various) 

Form  postcard  and  e-mail  received  from  1,358  private  citizens. 

1-12 

MC 

(undated) 

Marilyn  Colyer  (citizen). 

1-14 

PH 

(undated) 

Phil  Hebets  (citizen). 

1-16 

CKL 

(undated) 

Clifford  K.  Larsen,  Conservation  Chair,  Sierra  Club,  Santa  Fe 

Group  -  Rio  Grande  Chapter  (environmental  organization). 

1-18 

TMc 

(undated) 

Timothy  McKenna  (citizen). 

1-20 

JWM 

(undated) 

Joan  W.  Montagne  (citizen). 

1-22 

UP 

(undated) 

Lloyd  J.  Perper  (citizen). 

1-24 

PRW 

(undated) 

Perry  R.  Wilkes,  Jr.  (citizen). 

1-26 

RAW 

(undated) 

Robert  A.  Witzeman,  M.D.  (citizen). 

1-28 

CMP 

(Nov.  22,  1999) 

Carol  M.  Parker,  President,  The  Committee  for  a  Las  Huertas  Creek  Nature 
Reserves,  an  activity  of  the  Las  Placitas  Association  (citizens’  group). 

1-30 

WWD 

(Dec.  1,  1999) 

William  W.  Dunmire  (citizen). 

1-38 

HRS 

(Dec.  4,  1999) 

Hart  R.  Schwarz  (citizen). 

1-40 

JJ 

(Dec.  9,  1999) 

Joan  Jander  (citizen). 

1-46 

NEB 

(Dec.  10,  1999) 

Norman  E.  Browne  (citizen). 

1-48 

SG 

(Dec.  10, 1999) 

Suellen  Gornall  (citizen). 

1-50 

FJJ 

(Dec.  10, 1999) 

Frank  J.  Jerabek,  Board  Member,  Las  Placitas  Association  (citizens’ 
organization). 

1-52 

JDL 

Janet  S.  and  David  K.  Little  (citizens). 

1-54 

(Dec.  10.  1999) 
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Letter  Code 
(Date) 

Source 

(Affiliation) 

Page 

No. 

MDW 

(Dec.  13, 1999) 

Marlene  and  Dean  Walker,  members.  Las  Placitas  Association  (citizens’ 
group). 

1-56 

DCC 

(Dec.  14,  1999) 

Dan  and  Claire  Crowley  (citizens). 

1-58 

JM 

(Dec.  14,  1999) 

Jim  McCanna  (citizen). 

1-60 

MMRB 

(Dec.  15,  1999) 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Richard  Brooks  (citizen). 

1-62 

GC 

(Dec.  16,  1999) 

Gedi  Cibas,  Ph.D.,  Environmental  Impact  Review  Coordinator,  State  of  New 
Mexico  Environment  Department  (state  agency). 

1-64 

CDB 

(Dec.  17,  1999) 

Cynthia  D.  Brill  (citizen). 

1-72 

LMD 

(Dec.  17,  1999) 

Larry  M.  Dreyfus,  Attorney  at  Law  (citizen). 

1-74 

MRN 

(Dec.  22, 1999) 

M.  Ruth  Niswander  (citizen). 

1-76 

RMW 

(Dec.  22, 1999) 

Robert  M.  Wessely,  President,  Friends  of  Placitas,  Inc.  (citizens’  group). 

1-78 

SK 

(Dec.  25,  1999) 

Shelley  Koffler  (citizen). 

1-80 

DH 

(Dec.  27,  1999) 

Debbie  Hays  (citizen). 

1-82 

JS 

(Jan.  2000) 

Jean  Schwennesen  (citizen). 

1-84 

THW 

(Jan.  1,  2000) 

Thomas  H.  Wootten,  President,  T  &  E,  Inc.  (not-for-profit  corporation). 

1-86 

JR 

(Jan.  4,  2000) 

Jon  Rhodes  (citizen). 

1-88 

WHD 

(Jan.  5,  2000) 

William  H.  Dodson  (citizen). 

1-90 

RNO 

(Jan.  5,  2000) 

Robert  N.  O’Donnell  (citizen). 

1-92 

GS 

(Jan.  5,  2000) 

Gary  Simpson,  Executive  Committee  Member,  Central  New  Mexico  Group, 
Sierra  Club  (environmental  organization). 

1-94 
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Letter  Code 
(Date) 

Source 

(Affiliation) 

Page 

No. 

CRW 

(Jan.  6, 2000) 

Charles  R.  Wilson,  Environmental  Chairman,  New  Mexico  4- Wheelers 
(recreational  organization). 

1-98 

TTB 

(Jan.  7,  2000) 

Terrell  T.  “Red”  Baker,  Ph.D.,  Extension  Riparian  Management  Specialist, 
New  Mexico  Cooperative  Extension  Service  (state  organization) 

1-104 

LD 

(Jan.  7,  2000) 

Linda  DeStefano  (citizen). 

1-110 

RSP 

(Jan.  7,  2000) 

Roger  S.  Peterson,  Secretary,  New  Mexico  Natural  History  Institute 
(nonprofit  corporation). 

1-112 

RWW 

(Jan.  7, 2000) 

Richard  W.  Weiskopf,  M.D.  (citizen). 

1-114 

JB 

(Jan.  9,  2000) 

Jeff  Burgess  (citizen). 

1-116 

JAJ 

(Jan.  9,  2000) 

Jennifer  A.  Johnson  (citizen). 

1-120 

NTJ 

(Jan.  9,  2000) 

Nolan  Thomas  Jones,  Jr.  (citizen). 

1-124 

JGP 

(Jan.  9,  2000) 

J.G.  Petrofsky  (citizen). 

1-126 

JAA 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Joel  A.  Alderete,  Regional  Director,  New  Mexico  Farm  and  Livestock 

Bureau  (livestock  organization). 

1-128 

DB 

(Jan.  10, 2000) 

David  Bertelsen  (citizen). 

1-134 

SC 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Sam  C.  deBaca,  President,  Sandia  Jeep  Club  (recreational  organization). 

1-136 

TC 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Teresa  C.  deBaca,  member,  Sandia  Jeep  Club  (recreational  organization). 

1-142 

JC 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

James  Clark  (citizen). 

1-144 

CCa 

(Jan.  10, 2000) 

Caren  Cowan,  Executive  Secretary,  New  Mexico 

Cattle  Growers’  Association  (livestock  organization). 

1-146 
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Page 

No 

JD 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Jim  Dawson  (citizen). 

1-154 

DD 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

David  Devine  (citizen). 

1-156 

SF 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Stefan  Fuegi  (citizen). 

1-158 

WH 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Warren  Harkey  (citizen). 

1-160 

TH 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Tim  Hodgkins  (citizen). 

1-162 

SH 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Steve  Hunt  (citizen). 

1-164 

SRL 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Susan  and  Ron  Low  (citizens). 

1-166 

RLM 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Ron  L.  Merritt,  Jr.,  President,  New  Mexico  Wool  Growers,  Inc. 

(livestock  organization). 

1-168 

DP 

(Jan.  10, 2000) 

Debra  Patia  (citizen). 

1-176 

RR 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Ruben  Rangel  (citizen). 

1-178 

ER 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Eric  Rechel  (citizen). 

1-180 

TR 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Terry  Rust,  Director  of  Environmental  Affairs,  Southwest  Four  Wheel  Drive 
Association  (recreational  organization). 

1-182 

KS 

(Jan.  10, 2000) 

Kristen  Sykes  (citizen). 

1-188 

CW 

(Jan.  10,  2000) 

Christina  Wulf  (citizen). 

1-190 

PA 

(Jan.  11,2000) 

Paul  Austgen  (citizen). 

1-192 
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MB 

(Jan.  11,2000) 

Meagan  Bayless  (citizen). 

1-194 

TF 

(Jan.  11,2000) 

Tammy  Ferguson  (citizen). 

1-196 

GJ 

(Jan.  11,  2000) 

George  Johnson  (citizen). 

1-198 

MM 

(Jan.  11,  2000) 

Michael  Mills  (citizen). 

1-200 

KR 

(Jan.  11,2000) 

Kitty  Randall  (citizen). 

1-202 

KS 

(Jan.  11,2000) 

Keith  Sonnier  (citizen). 

1-204 

DY 

(Jan.  11,2000) 

Dick  Young  (citizen). 

1-206 

JRB 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Jimmy  R.  Bason  (citizen). 

1-208 

TB 

(Jan.  12,  2000)  ' 

Ty  Bays  (citizen). 

1-214 

RB 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Robert  Benne  (citizen). 

1-216 

MEC 

(Jan.  12, 2000) 

Mary  Ella  Christian  (citizen). 

1-218 

CCb 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Caren  Cowan  (citizen). 

1-224 

REC 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Robert  E.  Cowan  (citizen). 

1-230 

FAD 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Frank  A.  DuBois,  Secretary,  Department  of  Agriculture,  State  of 

New  Mexico  (state  agency). 

1-236 

BE 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Bud  Eppers,  President,  New  Mexico  Public  Lands  Council  (livestock 
organization). 

1-248 
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CG 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Callie  Gnatkowski  (citizen). 

1-254 

MPJ 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Michael  P.  Jansky,  P.E.,  Environmental  Review  Coordinator, 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  6  (federal  agency). 

1-260 

SJ 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Shane  Jimerfield,  Assistant  Director,  Center  for  Biological  Diversity 
(environmental  organization). 

1-262 

DL 

(Jan.  12, 2000) 

Diann  Lee  (citizen) 

1-272 

ML 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Mike  Lee  (citizen) 

1-278 

OL 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Ondrea  Linderoth-Hummel,  Program  Manager,  Open  Space  Division,  Parks 
and  Recreation  Department,  City  of  Albuquerque  (city  department). 

1-284 

MLD 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Mrs.  Lou  McDonald  (citizen). 

1-288 

TM 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Tiffani  Montoya  (citizen). 

1-294 

JDM 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Jeffrey  D.  Myers,  Conservation  Chair,  Central  New  Mexico  Audubon  Society 
(environmental  organization). 

1-296 

TS 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Troy  Sauble  (citizen). 

1-298 

TWS 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Tod  W.  Stevenson,  Chief,  Conservation  Services  Division,  State  of  New 
Mexico,  Department  of  Game  &  Fish  (state  agency). 

1-300 

RS 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Randy  Summers  (citizen). 

1-304 

RT 

(Jan.  12,  2000) 

Rachel  Thomas  (citizen). 

1-310 

JYH 

(Jan.  27,  2000) 

John  Young  Hernandez  (citizen). 

1-316 

EMS 

(Feb.  2,  2000) 

Edward  M.  Smith  (citizen). 

1-334 

NC 

(Feb.  5,  2000) 

Nancy  Couperus  (citizen). 

1-336 
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(Date) 
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Page 
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CRS 

(Feb.  6,  2000) 

Charles  R.  Sands,  R.N.  (citizen). 

1-338 

WRH 

(Feb.  9,  2000) 

W.R.  Humphries  (citizen). 

1-342 

JCH 

(Feb.  11,2000) 

John  C.  Horning,  Watershed  Protection  Program,  Forest  Guardians 
(environmental  organization). 

1-348 

RL 

(Feb.  21, 2000) 

Ray  Leeson  (citizen). 

1-356 
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Misc.l 

Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats 
described  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and  will  only  receive 
little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is 
cattle  grazing.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers 
with  the  blessing  of  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three,  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all  these  areas  and 
provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery.  ^ 


‘  This  comment  was  directed  to  Jim  Silva,  BLM  Project  leader,  and  received  at  the  BLM  Albuquerque  Field 
Office.  This  comment  was  received  as  a  form  postcard  or  e-mail  from  1,358  private  citizens.  Therefore,  it  is 
being  responded  to  only  once.  Nevertheless,  the  BLM  appreciates  the  concerns  of  all  individuals  who  took  the 
time  and  effort  to  comment  on  the  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  ~  New  Mexico. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  Misc.l: 

It  is  arguable  that  the  elimination  of  livestock  grazing  would  be  a  viable  alternative  if  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  (BLM’s)  sole  management  responsibilities  were  to  maintain, 
enhance,  or  restore  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  for  their  ecological  value.  However,  it  is  the  BLM’s 
mandate  to  manage  public  land  for  multiple  use.  The  settlement  agreement  that  necessitated  the 
preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  required  the  inclusion  of  one  alternative  that  may 
not  conform  to  current  resource  management  plans.  The  alternative  selected  to  meet  this  condition  was 
the  grazing  alternative.  Complete  discontinuation  of  grazing  would  not  conform  with  the  principles  of 
multiple  use  management  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976. 

(Under  certain  conditions,  grazing  could  be  permanently  excluded  because  of  laws  such  as  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  [ESA]  or  the  Clean  Water  Act,  which  require  the  BLM  to  take  certain  actions  to 
protect  the  environment.  These  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA.) 

Fencing  and  complete  exclusion  of  grazing  from  riparian  areas  are  often  identified  as  the  only 
strategies  capable  of  rehabilitating  damaged  streamside  areas.  Alternative  livestock  management  systems 
can  be  used  to  improve  many  riparian  areas  so  that  permanent  exclusion  of  grazing  may  not  be  necessary. 
The  BLM  acknowledges  that  any  grazing  practice  requires  close  monitoring  of  riparian  woody  species 
use  and  bank  conditions  so  that  livestock  can  be  promptly  removed  before  any  significant  damage  can 
occur. 
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MC-1 


MC-2 


FROM: 


TO:  BLM  Project  Leader 

RE:  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 

Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and 
will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason 
for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM. 
This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all 
these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery.  - 

Sincerely/ jv  j\  , 


H?3 


(a  ?/  5-5 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MC-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
Response  to  MC-2: 

The  comment  is  nonspecific;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  PH-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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Sierra  Club 


Santa  Fe  Group  eoBio  Qrande  Chapter 


621  Old  Santa 


Fe  Trail,  Suite  10,  Sari'fa  (505)  983-2703 


Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Albuquerque  Field  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montafto  Road.  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

Pages  4.2-8  of  the  Draft  EIS  present  the  finest  summary  of  livestock  effects  on  riparian 
zones  that  we  have  seen.  Congratulations  on  that  statement  and,  more  generally,  on  the 
thorough  EIS.  It  provides  a  good  summary  of  your  accomplishments  in  riparian  improvement 
and  good  descriptions  and  maps  of  your  riparian  areas  that  will  be  useful  references  for 
years  to  come. 

We  appreciate  why  you  would  prefer  the  flexible,  cheap  Adaptive  Management  Alternative. 

It  proposes  giving  high  priority  to  good  actions  but  with  no  blanket  requirements. 

However,  review  of  all  of  your  riparian  areas  shows  that  the  ones  doing  well  are  the  ones 
from  which  you  have  excluded  livestock.  For  reasons  made  clear  on  pp.  4.4-7,  livestock  can 
be  compatible  with  riparian  vegetation  only  under  narrow  limits  of  light,  dormant-season 
grazing.  But  even  under  those  limits,  cattle  are  not  compatible  with  clean  water  and 
untrampled  banks. 

We  think  that  the  Adaptive  Management  Alternative  is  a  slightly  dressed-up  version  of 
Present  Management.  We  do  not  argue  that  present  management  is  bad,  but  that  it  could  be 
better.  And  the  way  to  make  it  better  is  to  rid  the  riparian  zones  of  livestock,  that  is,  to  select 
Alternative  3.  You  don't  have  that  many  acres  left  to  fence!  Alternative  3  should  be  modified 
so  that  its  statement  on  land  exchanges  is  the  same  as  that  of  Alternative  2. 

Scientists  and  now  even  some  ranchers  agree  that  not  every  acre  of  the  public  lands  should 
be  grazed.  Surely  the  tiny  percentage  of  those  lands  in  riparian  zones  and  wetlands,  so  vital 
to  wildlife  and  clean  water,  are  among  the  acres  that  should  not  be  grazed  by  livestock. 


Clifford  K.  Larsen,  Conservation  Chair 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  CKL-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  BLM  is  continually  addressing  issues  related  to  land  exchanges. 
All  alternatives  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  (BLM  1999)  would  allow  for  the  analysis  and  possible 
implementation  of  land  exchanges  that  would  benefit  the  long-term  stewardship  of  riparian  habitats.  Your 
support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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TMc-1 


TMc-2 


FROM: 


TO:  BLM  Project  Leader 

RE:  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 

Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and 
will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason 
for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM. 
This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all 
these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  TMc-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
Response  to  TMc-2: 

The  BLM  does  not  place  one  interest  over  another  but  merely  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and 
cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public  land  management.  The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP 
reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  harmony  among  the  multiple  users  who  depend  on  the  BLM- 
administered  land  and  its  natural  resources  (e.g.,  the  plan  recognizes  wildlife,  recreational,  and  cultural 
needs  as  integral  parts  of  public  land  use). 


( 
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JWM-1 
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FROM:  3C^VJ- 
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Cjy^ 


TO:  BLM  Project  Leader 
RE:  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


C6W<2: 
o?i'VK  v^o 
btxjr^a  o&ed  m 
m^afrb^emeKr  plan 

Inagement  ^pkmeh\iJKc>n 


Please  accept  my  comments  below  reg^ding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  ripa/an  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and 
will  only  receive  little  improvement  by/he  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason 
for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is^gRle  grazljui^.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  qf  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM. 
This  needs  to 

Select  alternative 


eing  aestroyed  oy  a  nanatui  qi  rancners  witn  me  messing  or  me  dl.ivi. 
stop.  inirchers 

_ trnativc  threc'  which  willTesult  in  the  removal  of  livfellooU  from  all 

theoc.areao  nndTpiovide  the  quickest  and  moot  benofioiol  reepyocy.  X 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  JWM-1: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  raiS)  is  based  on  improving  and  protecting 
riparian  habitats.  This  includes  specific  management  actions  for  grazing  by  domestic  livestock  to  ensure 
the  recovery  of  the  physical  and  vegetative  aspects  of  riparian  areas,  and  regular  monitoring  to  assess 
riparian  area  recovery  and  function.  Holistic  grazing  is  one  of  the  potential  grazing  management  practices 
that  could  be  utilized,  as  noted  in  BLM’s  Riparian  Area  Management  Technical  Reference  (TR)  1737-14 
{Grazing  Management  for  Riparian-Wetland  Areas  [BLM  1997]). 
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UP-1 


FROM:  A. 

6700  V/.  rj.  CAMINO  DHL  CERRO 
;  LCL  /J.  AZ.  85745 

TO:  BLM  Project  Leader 

RE:  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 

Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and 
will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason 
for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM. 
This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all 
these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

Sincerely, 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  LJP-1: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  is  based  on  improving  and  protecting 
riparian  habitats.  This  includes  specific  management  actions  for  grazing  by  domestic  livestock  to  ensure 
the  recovery  of  the  physical  and  vegetative  aspects  of  riparian  areas  and  regular  monitoring  to  assess 
riparian  area  recovery  and  function.  Adjusting  grazing  levels  is  one  of  the  potential  grazing  management 
practices  that  could  be  utilized,  as  noted  in  BLM  TR  1737-14  (BLM  1997). 
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PRW-1 


PRW-2 


FROM: 


Mr.  Peiry  R.  Wilkes  Jr. 

5147  Jciuiic  Rd.  SW 
Albiujuerquc,  NM  87121 


TO;  BLM  Project  Leader 

RE:  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 

Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and 
will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason 
for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM. 
This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all 
Uiese  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

Sincerely, 

R.'^.  ■  ^uPfC:>eT 

CCa\LVTVe>K:,  aPRE-OACH  TCs  c3(eA2.lts)Co, 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  PRW-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 

Response  to  PRW-2: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  is  based  on  improving  and  protecting 
riparian  habitats.  Such  improvements  include  specific  management  actions  for  grazing  by  domestic 
livestock  to  ensure  the  recovery  of  the  physical  and  vegetative  aspects  of  riparian  areas  and  regular 
monitoring  to  assess  riparian  recovery  and  function.  Many  different  grazing  management  practices  could 
be  utilized,  as  noted  in  BLM  TR  1737-14  (BLM  1997). 
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RAW-2 


FROM: 

^19  E,  Arcadia  La 
™®9nlx,A2  850IR 

TO:  BLM  Project  Leader  ® 

RE:  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat.N^anag^ent 

Please  accept  my  comments  oelow  rp^^i^'g.tlie^  hianagement  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  DraSt’feivlronmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and 
will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason 
for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our  precious  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM. 
This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all 
these  areas  and  provide  th&quicke^and  most  beneficial  recove^. 

Sincerely, 

\\0 


1-28 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  RAW-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
Response  to  RAW-2: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 


1-29 


CHAPTER  1 


Las  Placitas  Association 


November  22,  1999 
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CMP-1 


CMP-1 

(cont.) 


Mr.  Jim  Silva 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque  NM  87 1 07 

Re:  Draft  EIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management,  BLM/NM^L-99-015-1040 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

This  letter  is  to  follow  up  my  comments  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  above  draft  EIS.  I 
believe  BLM's  characterization  of  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  on  BLM  land  area  as 
devoid  of  riparian  vegetation  is  incorrect. 

On  July  21,  1997,  I  walked  with  William  Dunmire  in  the  BLM  section  of  the  Las  Huertas 
Creek  drainage.  Mr.  Dunmire  is  a  botanist  who  worked  for  several  years  doing  plant  studies 
with  the  Nature  Conservancy  and  is  co-author  of  two  recent  books  about  southwestern  plants. 
Our  purpose  during  that  hike  was  to  determine  whether  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  on 
BLM  land  contained  riparian  vegetation  and,  if  it  was  present,  to  determine  how  many  of 
what  types  there  were.  We  walked  from  the  north  boundary  of  the  Albuquerque  Placitas 
Open  Space  to  the  boundary  between  the  BLM  land  and  the  Pueblo  of  Santa  Ana  land. 
Please  see  the  attached  map.  In  that  distance  of  slightly  over  one  mile  of  BLM  land,  we 
found  19  cottonwoods  (mostly  very  young  trees)  and  3  patches  of  willows.  We  also  found  8 
young  tamarisk  trees  and  20  elms.  I  know  from  personal  experience  that  the  creek  flow 
fluctuates  dramatically.  Nonetheless,  the  willows  and  cottonwoods  have  established  and 
maintained  themselves  with  that  variable  amount  of  water. 

Based  on  the  definition  in  the  draft  EIS'  I  believe  that  the  Las  Huertas  drainage  should  have 
been  included  as  a  riparian  area  for  the  purposes  of  habitat  management.  Due  to  historical 
land  use  practices  extending  back  more  than  a  century,  areas  such  as  this  have  become 
severely  degraded.  The  mere  fact  that  willows  and  cottonwoods  are  re-establishing 
themselves  with  no  outside  assistance  should  give  us  hope  that  with  more  enlightened 
management  and  restoration  work,  the  habitat  of  this  area  could  be  significantly  improved. 

As  stated  in  the  EIS^,  areas  such  as  this  may  be  small  but  they  are  more  important  to  the 
environment  of  the  area  than  their  size  would  seem  to  indicate.  For  example,  in  our  Bird 
Study  for  the  560  acre  Placitas  Open  Space,  we  found  that  the  area  is  visited  by  at  least  75 
different  types  of  birds  over  the  year  (25  species  nest  there)  -  a  diversity  made  all  the  more 


The  Committee  for  a  Las  Huertas  Creek  Nature  Reserve tm 
is  an  activity  of  Las  Placitas  Association. 

P.O.  Box  888,  Placitas,  NM  87043  505-867-0778 
\  tax-exempt  organization  under  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  S01(c)(3) 
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Response  to  CMP-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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remarkable  because  the  Open  Space  is  not  along  a  major  flyway,  either  for  neotropical  birds 
or  migrating  hawks.  However,  it  is  well  known  that  Ae  presence  of  water  will  draw  wildlife 
and  Ae  Ae  high  diversity  is  probably  due,  at  least  in  part,  to  Ae  presence  of  water  in  Las 
Huertas  Creek  for  part  of  Ae  year. 

I  understand  you  are  already  having  discussions  about  Ais  issue  wiA  Ae  City  of  Albuquerque 
Open  Space  Division.  Two  additional  resources  Aat  you  may  wish  to  consult  on  this  topic 
are: 

Bill  Zeedyk,  NM  Riparian  Council,  281-9066  -  he  has  visited  the  area  and  indicated 
that  Ae  Riparian  Council  might  be  willmg  to  assist  in  doing  some  restoration  work  in  Ae 
drainage.  He  has  stated  Aat  he  will  be  writing  a  letter  m  support  of  Ais  addition  to  Ae  draft 
EIS. 

William  Dunmire,  867-3474,  Board  Member,  Las  Placitas  Association,  co-auAor  of 
Wild  Plants  of  Ae  Pueblo  Province  and  Wild  Plants  and  Native  Peoples  of  Ae  Four  Comers  - 
he  has  performed  an  environmental  survey  for  Ae  City  of  Albuquerque  Open  Space  and  has 
visited  Ae  drainage  on  Ae  BLM  area  to  inventory  riparian  species  in  1997.  He  would  be 
willing  to  go  out  to  Ae  area  with  you  and  discuss  its  riparian  characteristics. 

Habitat  Management  Plans  such  as  Aese  are  generally  intended  to  guide  BLM's  land 
management  practices  for  Ae  next  decade  or  even  longer.  Las  Huertas  Creek  most  definitely 
fits  the  definition  of  ’’riparian"  used  m  Ae  EIS.  Thus,  it  should  be  included  in  the  EIS  for  the 
purposes  of  restoring  and  protecting  Ae  riparian  character  of  Ae  area^.  If  you  need  additional 
information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  at  889-2826  (w)  or  867-0778  (h)  or 
cmparker@worldnet.att.net.  Please  add  my  name  to  your  mailing  list  to  receive  all  future 
mailings  about  Ais  issue. 

Sincerely, 

Carol  M.  Parker,  President 


Enclosure 

Map 


1 .  EIS  p.  G-4  Definition  of  Riparian  (in  part)  "These  areas  exhibit  vegetation  or  physical  characteristics 
reflective  of  permanent  surface  or  subsurface  water  influence."  Definition  of  Intermittent  Stream  (in  part)  " 
These  areas  maintain  a  variable  amount  of  riparian  vegetation.  The  vegetation  may  become  restricted  to  very 
limited  and  discontinuous  areas.  These  areas  are  generally  more  sensitive  to  disturbance  and  exceessive  use." 

2  ,  EIS  p.  3-13  "In  semiarid  settings...  even  small  riparian  areas  often  play  a  particularly  important  role  in 
maintaining  overall  ecosystem  health  despite  Aeir  size  and  (frequently)  dispersed  geographic  distribution." 

3  .  This  is  the  stated  purpose  of  Ae  EIS  -  see  "Dear  Reader"  letter:  "This  document  presents  a  range  of 
alternatives  for  restoring  and  protecting  riparian  habitats  under  Ae  jurisdiction  of  Ac  Bureau  of  Land 
Management" 
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cc:  Edwin  Singleton,  Field  Office  Manager 

Jeff  Bingaman,  U.S.  Senator 
Pete  Doraenici,  U.S.  Senator 
Heather  Wilson,  Congresswoman 
Pauline  B.  Eisenstadt,  State  Senator 
William  Sapien,  Sandoval  County  Commissioner 
Debbie  Hays,  Sandoval  County  Manager 
Anthony  Ortiz,  Governor,  San  Felipe  Pueblo 
Doris  Sandoval,  Tribal  Administrator,  San  Felipe  Pueblo 
Todd  Caplan,  Natural  Resources  Director,  Pueblo  of  Santa  Ana 
Mayor  Jim  Baca,  City  of  Albuquerque 

Ondrea  Linderoth-Hummel,  Program  Manager,  Albuquerque  Open  Space  Division 
William  Dunmire,  Board  Member,  Las  Placitas  Association 
John  Homing,  Forest  Guardians 
Hart  Schwarz 

Robert  Wesselcy,  Friends  of  Placitas 
Bill  Zeedyk,  NM  Riparian  Council 
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12  Cainino  a  las  Estrellas 
Placitas,  New  Mexico  87043 

December  1,  1999 


Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Office 
435  Montafio 

Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


Dear  Jim: 

I  wish  to  express  my  support  for  including  as  a  riparian  area  the 
BLM  land  on  Las  Huertas  Creek,  Township  13N,  Range  4E,  NE  1/4 
Sec.  24  and  E  1/2  Sec.  14,  in  your  upcoming  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  plan. 

Although  at  first  glance  Huertas  Creek  this  far  down  from  the 
Sandia  Mountains  may  not  appear  to  meet  riparian  criteria,  I 
believe  it  clearly  qualifies.  During  a  survey  in  1997,  19 
cottonwood  trees  or  clusters  of  saplings  along  with  3  clusters  of 
coyote  willows  were  observed.  This  compares  with  a  total  of  37 
trees  or  clusters  of  cottonwoods  and  12  clusters  of  coyote 
willows  that  were  recorded  the  same  year  along  the  creek  on  the 
Open  Space  land  immediately  upstream  from  the  BLM  property.  (22 
Siberian  elms,  13  salt-cedars  and  3  Russian  olives  were  also 
recorded  along  the  Open  Space  riparian  zone.)  I  believe  that 
under  natural  conditions  cottonwoods  and  willows  would  have  been 
much  more  common  along  this  entire  stretch  but  were  cut  or  grazed 
out  during  the  past  century  or  so. 

A  total  of  208  species  of  vascular  plants  were  recorded  on  the 
560-acre  Open  Space  during  my  1997  biological /environmental 
survey.  That  represents  surprisingly  high  plant  diversity  in  so 
small  an  area,  much  of  which  was  contributed  by  the  riparian 
zone.  Since  BLM  land  abuts  the  Open  Space  for  1-1/2  miles,  it  is 
important  that  this  public  land  be  managed  so  the  integrity  of 
the  entire  block  be  maintained. 


Sincerely, 
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Response  to  WWD-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 

Response  to  WWD-2: 

The  BLM  will  conduct  an  initial  assessment  of  the  riparian  area  to  determine  its  functioning 
condition  (e.g.,  proper  functioning  condition  [PFC],  functional  -  at  risk  [FAR],  or  nonfunctional  [NF]). 
On  the  basis  of  this  assessment  and  other  influences  in  the  watershed,  the  BLM  will  determine  the 
management  strategies  needed  to  maintain,  enhance,  or  restore  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  riparian  area. 
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317  Palomas  Dr.  NE,  #9 
Albuquerque,  NM  87108 
December  4,  1999 


Mr.  Jim  Silva 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107 

Re:  Draft  EIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management,  BLM/NM/PL-99-015-1040 
Dear  Mr,  Silva: 

With  this  letter  I  would  like  make  the  point  that  the  BLM  portion  of  lower  Las  Huertas 
Canyon  more  than  qualifies  for  inclusion  in  the  BLM-designated  family  of  riparian  areas.  By 
leaving  this  valuable  strip  out  of  the  EIS  and  outside  the  protective  umbrella  of  riparian- 
sensitive  management,  BLM  may  well  become  a  party  to  its  degradation  and  demise. 

I  come  to  this  issue  with  a  35-year  background  of  serious  recreational  and  professional 
"birding."  Among  other  activities  of  an  ornithological  nature,  I  have  done  numerous  breeding 
bird  surveys  for  the  Forest  Service  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Service,  compiled  bird  checklists 
for  Petroglyph  National  Monument  and  the  Sandia  Mountains,  and  conducted  a  one-year  bird 
study  on  the  Placitas  Open  Space,  which  is  adjacent  to  the  BLM  land  in  question. 

During  more  than  fifty  visits  to  the  Open  Space  and  several  more  to  the  BLM  land  just  to  the 
west  of  it,  I  have  never  doubted  for  one  minute  the  essential  riparian  nature  of  the  lower  Las 
Huertas  drainage.  And  here  are  the  reasons  why: 

1.  Lower  Las  Huertas  is  "riparian’'  by  virtue  of  its  physical  characteristics.  Las 
Huertas  begins  as  a  perennial  stream  high  in  the  Sandias,  becoming  intermittent 
several  miles  before  reaching  the  Rio  Grande.  On  the  Placitas  Open  Space  there  is 
often  a  substantial  flow  for  six  months  annually,  a  flow  that  can  be  amazingly  swift 
and  almost  two  feet  deep.  This  sporadic  discharge  of  waters  has  carved  an  impressive 
channel  bounded  irregularly  by  an  inner  bank  of  up  to  six  or  seven  feet  in  height.  The 
older,  more  distant  outer  banks  are  much  higher,  often  taking  the  form  of  sheer  cliffs 
of  compacted  sand  and  silt,  rising  sixty  feet  and  higher  above  the  channel  that  carved 
them.  Since  the  word  "riparian"  is  derived  from  a  word  meaning  "bank,"  there  could 
hardly  be  a  more  riparian  area  than  lower  Las  Huertas,  which  is  defined  by  a  complex 
array  of  inner  and  outer  banks.  These  banks  are  homes  to  many  nesting  species, 
including  the  Great  Horned  Owl,  Say's  Phoebe,  Rock  Wren,  Mountain  Bluebird  and 
Rough-winged  Swallow,  the  latter  preferring  the  inner  banks,  especially  with  water 
present. 

2,  Las  Huertas  is  "riparian"  because  its  flood  plain  is  dominated  by  riparian  shimbs. 
While  lower  Las  Huertas  may  not  be  a  "bosque"  blessed  with  dense  stands  of  willow 
and  cottonwood,  it,  nevertheless,  is  endowed  with  what  I  call  a  dwarf  riparian  blanket 
of  shrubs,  consisting,  in  part,  of  rabbitbrush,  apache  plume  and  saltbush.  And,  again 
speaking  from  my  knowledge  of  the  local  birds  there,  this  type  of  habitat  is  very 
important  to  birds,  especially  to  migrant  flycatchers,  warblers,  sparrows  and  wrens. 
During  the  nesting  season,  dwarf  riparian  growth  is  the  habitat  of  choice  for  species 
such  as  the  Black-throated  Sparrow,  Canyon  Towhee  and  the  shy,  elusive  Crissal 
Thrasher. 
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Response  to  HRS-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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3.  Lower  Las  Huertas  is  "riparian"  because  it  docs  have  water  much  of  the  time.  In 
its  lower  reaches,  Las  Huertas  may  be  an  intermittent  stream;  nevertheless,  it 
provided  the  Open  Space  with  running  water  for  six  to  seven  months  in  1997  and 
1998.  The  presence  of  water  has  an  incredible  effect  on  wildlife,  often  multiplying  it 
beyond  belief,  especially  when  combined  with  a  bountiful  juniper  crop.  This  was  the 
case  when  I  visited  the  Open  Space  on  December  6,  1998.  There  was  still  water  in  the 
creek  and  berries  hung  heavy  on  the  junipers.  This  conjunction  of  favorable  conditions 
attracted  hundreds  of  birds  seeking  the  berries  and  the  water  to  wash  them  down 
with.  My  very  conservative  count  that  day  included  150  Mountain  Bluebirds,  20 
Townsend's  Solitairs,  175  American  Robins,  3  Sage  Thrashers,  and  even  a  Northern 
Mockingbird,  which  is  rare  here  in  central  NM  during  winter.  Besides  myself,  the 
feeding  frenzy  was  also  of  interest  to  a  Merlin,  a  falcon  from  the  North,  who  found 
himself  at  a  banquet  table  spread  with  many  and  diverse  delicacies.  And  the  water  and 
the  berries  had  attracted  them  all. 

4.  Lower  Las  Huertas  is  "riparian"  because  it  is  p^  of  a  major  aquatic  corridor  in 
the  Sandias.  This  magnificent  corridor,  from  beginning  to  end,  needs  our  commitment 
to  protect  it.  Animals  and  birds  are  dependent  on  it,  and  it  is  an  artifact  of  Nature 
that  edifies  us  all.  Just  because  the  water  sometimes  goes  underground  and  the 
vegetation  isn’t  "classic,"  is  no  reason  to  compromise  the  integrity  of  this  functioning 
riparian  ecosystem.  Only  proper  management  can  assure  that  the  system  stays 
healthy,  but  no  management  will  address  the  needs  of  lower  Las  Huertas  unless  it  is 
included  in  the  EIS. 

Lower  Las  Huertas  Canyon  is  under  siege  on  many  fronts,  one  of  which  is  mining.  Already 
the  huge  Santa  Ana  open  pit  mine  sits  atop  is  southern  rim,  and  may  soon  to  be  joined  by  an 
equally  imposing  sibling  mine  on  BLM  land.  How  can  such  a  massive  project  even  be 
considered  without  concern  for  the  enormous  environmental  cost.  Laissez  faire  mining 
without  some  NEPA  checks  and  balances  would  be  irresponsible-even  unconscionable  in  this 
what  ought  to  be  a  more  enlightened  age.  Does  a  tree  make  a  noise  when  it  falls  in  a  remote 
area  with  no  one  listening?  Can  a  high-decibel,  air-polluting,  earth-devouring  and  water- 
guzzling  mine  make  the  earth  groan  even  though  no  one  is  there  to  feel  it?  To  both 
questions,  1  think  the  resounding  answer  is  "YES." 

Lower  Las  Huertas  cannot  be  ignored  as  a  legitimate  riparian  area  any  more  than  the  Mule 
Shoe  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  West-Texas,  which  is  a  dry  playa  for  decades  at  a  time.  Not 
including  this  particular  section  of  Las  Huertas  in  the  EIS  is  particularly  puzzling  because 
even  in  that  document  the  definition  of  "riparian"  is  inclusive  of  intermittent  streams. 

Not  only  is  lower  Las  Huertas  esthetically  rewarding  to  the  visitor,  and  essential  to  a  wide 
variety  of  birds  (85  species  to  date)  and  other  wildlife,  but  it  is  also  an  integral  component 
of  a  major  watershed  in  the  Sandias!  When  the  larger  picture  is  seen,  every  piece  assumes 
importance  and  must  be  nurtured  to  preserve  the  whole.  I  hope  BLM  can  reconsider  its 
position  and  include  lower  Las  Huertas  in  its  family  of  valuable  riparian  areas,  none  of  which 
we  can  afford  to  sacrifice. 
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Response  to  HRS-2: 

See  the  response  to  HRS-1.  The  BLM  will  conduct  an  initial  assessment  of  the  riparian  area  to 
determine  its  functioning  condition  (e.g.,  PFC,  FAR,  or  NF).  On  the  basis  of  this  assessment  and  other 
influences  in  the  watershed,  the  BLM  will  determine  the  management  strategies  needed  to  maintain, 
enhance,  or  restore  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  riparian  area. 

Response  to  HRS-3: 

Before  any  mining  activity  takes  place  on  BLM-administered  land,  all  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  activities  would  be  implemented,  including  full  written  documentation  and  all 
required  public  participation  and  comment.  The  NEPA  process  would  include  an  analysis  of  all  potential 
environmental  impacts  and  would  examine  potential  environmental  protection  strategies. 

Response  to  HRS-4: 

See  the  response  to  HRS-1. 
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December  9, 1999 


Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr,  Silva, 

I  am  a  resident  of  Placitas  and  very  interested  in  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  open  space  area. 

I  understand  this  area  is  not  presently  included  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  riparian  areas  managed  by  your  office. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  in  Placitas  be  included 
in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  any  management  plan  following  from  it. 

I  know  that  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  area  includ^  in  the  Placitas  Open  Space  does  contain 
riparian  vegetation  that  is  critical  to  the  wildlife  in  the  area. 

I  hope  that  Las  Huertas  Creek  will  be  added  to  your  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office. 


Sincerely, 


13  Sage  Hill  Drive 
Placitas.  NM  87043 
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Response  to  JJ-1:  ' 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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127  Camino  Barranca 
Placitas,  NM  87043 


December  10, 1999 


NEB-1 


NEB-2 


Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Albuquerque  Field  Office 

435  Montano  NE 

Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva, 

I  understand  you  are  the  project  leader  for  BLM’s  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  riparian 
areas.  I  am  writing  to  ask  you  to  include  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  in  Placitas.  Hopefully, 
you  have  received  letters  from  the  Las  Placitas  Association  and  the  City  of  Albuquerque  Open 
Space  Division  to  also  request  that  Las  Huertas  Creek  be  included. 

As  you  know,  the  Las  Placitas  Association  did  an  inventory  of  riparian  vegetaion  in  the  Las 
Huertas  Creek  drainage  which  is  on  BLM  land  and  found  significant  riparian  vegetation.  I 
understand  you  were  able  to  confirm  this  personally. 

My  concern  is  that  we  maintain  Open  Space  in  the  area.  Placitas  is  growing  rapidly,  as  is  the 
Bernalillo  area  to  the  west.  Without  BLM  support  to  maintain  Open  Space,  to  prevent  gravel 
mining,  and  to  reasonably  plan,  we  will  wind  up  with  ever  more  intense  building  and  land  use.  I 
live  in  the  La  Mesa  subdivision  of  Placitas  and  very  much  enjoy  the  remaining  open  space.  A 
very  large  part  of  the  reason  I  bought  in  the  area  was  the  existence  of  BLM  land  nearby;  I  had 
perhaps  naively  assumed  that  BLM  would  prevent  development  of  the  land  into  the  future. 

Please  consider  including  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  in  the  EIS.  1  hope  you  are  able  to 
protect  the  undeveloped  land  for  future  enjoyment.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your 
consideration. 


NEB-1 


NEB-2 


Sincerely 
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Response  to  NEB-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 

Response  to  NEB -2: 

The  BLM  will  conduct  an  initial  assessment  of  the  riparian  area  to  determine  its  functioning 
condition  (e.g.,  PFC,  FAR,  or  NF).  On  the  basis  of  this  assessment  and  other  influences  in  the  watershed, 
the  BLM  will  determine  the  management  strategies  needed  to  maintain,  enhance,  or  restore  the  Las 
Huertas  Creek  riparian  area. 
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SG-1 


December  10, 1999  ‘‘ 

.  .  9S0ECI3  f’;i; 

Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader  ' 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  BLM  please  include  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  in  Placitas  as 
an  area  covered  by  the  Dtaft  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management,  BLM/NM/PD 
99-015-1040. 


I  understand  diat  an  inventory  done  by  Las  Placitas  Association  members  showed  that  a  section 
of  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  contains  19  cottonwoods  and  3  patches  of  willows  in 
approximately  one  mile.  It  spears  that  the  seasonal  presence  of  water  in  the  creek  attracts  a  great 
variety  of  birds  to  the  area.  This  area  enhances  the  experience  of  living  in  Placitas  and  I  believe  it 
is  important  that  it  be  preserved  and  restored.  Including  it  in  the  EIS,  and  the  Management  Plan 
that  will  follow,  will  help  to  ensure  tiiat  this  happens. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  issue. 

Sincerely, 


Suellen  Gomall 
84  Camino  Barranca 
Placitas,  NM  87043 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  SG-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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Frank  J.  Jerabek 
1 9  Anasazi  Road 
Placitas,  New  Mexico  87043 


December  10, 1999 


Jim  Silva 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107 

Re:  Draft  EIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management,  BLM/NM/PL-99-015-1040 
Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  urge  you  to  incorporate  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  on  BLM  land  area  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  referenced  above.  I  am  a  resident  of  Placitas  and  a  user  of  the  Albuquerque  open 
space  and  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  area  on  BLM  land.  I  believe  it  important  to  preserve  and  protect  this 
habitat. 

The  Las  Placitas  Association  of  which  I  am  a  board  member  has  sponsored  surveys  and  studies  along  the  creek 
drainage  on  the  open  space  that  document  a  “remarkable  diversity”  of  flora  and  fauna  in  that  area.  These 
characteristics  must  also  apply  to  the  BLM  portions  of  the  drainage  area. 

Habitat  Management  Plans  such  as  these  are  generally  intended  to  guide  BLM’s  land  management  practices  for  the 
next  decade  or  even  longer.  Las  Huertas  Creek  most  definitely  fits  the  definition  of  "riparian"  used  in  the  EIS.  Thus, 
it  should  be  included  in  the  EIS  for  the  purposes  of  restoring  and  protecting  the  riparian  character  of  the  area. 

Please  add  my  name  to  your  mailing  list  to  receive  all  fixture  mailings  about  this  issue. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  FJJ-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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IflllE 


13  Alto  Court 
Placitas,  NM  87043  USA 

Phone/Fax:  505-867-7991 
Email:  litt@llash.net 


December  10, 1999 

Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


■LC: 


■HUE 


rque. 


N 


RE:  BLM*s  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  (BLM/NM/PIj-99-015-1040> 


Dear  Mr.  Silva; 


JSDKI^l 


It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  BLM  has  omitted  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  in  Placitas 
from  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  that  will  result  in  a  Management  Plan  for 
riparian  areas  managed  by  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Considering  the  importance  of 
wetlands  and  riparian  areas  in  general  and  the  fact  that  one-third  of  the  wetlands  that  once 
existed  in  New  Mexico  have  been  lost(l),  we  implore  you  to  reconsider  this  omission.  Indeed, 
we  can  not  imagine  why  Las  Huertas  Creek  would  not  be  included.  We  are  extremely 
concerned  about  the  risks  to  the  environment  posed  by  suburban  sprawl  in  the  Placitas  area 
and  would  like  to  see  our  Government  share  that  concern  by  providing  for  the  management  of 
important  land  features  such  as  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage. 


(1)  Dahl,  T.E.  1990.  Wetland  losses  in  the  United  States,  1780’s  to  1980’s.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 


CC:  Las  Placitas  Association 


Sincerely, 


^  /janet  S.  Little 


David  K.  Little 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  JSDKL-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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MDW-1 


99  DEC  i?  3^' 

MrJIm Silva,  Albuquerqii* Project 

Bureau  of  land  Management  Albuquerque  Field  Office 

435  Montano  NE 

Albuquerque  NM  87107-4935 


13,  1^1  V] 


Dear  Mr  Silva, 

RE:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Draft  environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  an 
d  aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  BLM/NM/PL-99-015-1040 


As  a  member  of  the  Las  Placitas  Assoclatkm,  1  strongly  encourage  you  to  to  Include  the 
Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  In  your  Environmental  Impact  Statement  currently  under 
process. 


Marlene  &  Dean  Walker 
11  Vista  Paseador 
Placitas.  NM  87043 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MDW-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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Mr,  Jim  Silva 


gSOcd'o 


Albuquerque  Project  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Alb.  Field  Office 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


December  14,  1999 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


DCC-l 


Many  thanks  for  visiting  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  with  an  eye  to 
including  it  in  the  Management  Plan  for  riparian  areas. 

We  feel  that  Las  Huertas  certainly  qualifies  for  protection  under  the  riparian 
management  plan.  We  have  seen  bird  species  there  that  we’ve  never  spotted 
^ywhere  else  In  the  Placitas  area  and  a  living  creek  is  certainly  a  rare  asset  to 


This  area  is  being  developed  at  such  speed  that  such  delicate  and  unique 
areas  as  the  Las  Huertas  drainage  need  to  be  protected  with  all  haste. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  help. 


Sincerely, 


Dan  and  Claire  Crowley 
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Response  to  DCC-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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SPRAY 


VITAMINS 


KareMor*  International,  Inc. 


f,.;  Jim  &  Inez  MeCanna 

(505)867-2800 

^.ifM 


w 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  JM-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MMRB-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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GARYE.  JOHNSON 
Governor 


December  16, 1999 


State  of  New  Mexico 
ENVIRONMENT  DEPAR  TMENT 
Harold  Runnels  Building 
1190  St,  Francis  Drive,  P,0,  Box  26110 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87502-6110 
Telephone  (SOS)  827-2855 
Fax:  (505)  827-2836  ^  ^ 


Hm 


PETER  MAGGIORE 
Secretary 


Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

RE:  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC 
HABITAT  IN  THE  ALBUQUERQUE  FIELD  OFFICE 


GC-1 


This  transmits  New  Mexico  Environment  Department  (NMED)  staff  comments  concerning  the 
above-referenced  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  {DEIS). 

A.  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

Inclusion  of  All  BLM  Riparian  Areas  in  Albuquerque  Field  Office  Area 

The  list  of  streams,  wetlands,  and  springs  comprising  the  affected  environment  may  be 
incomplete.  The  following  areas  containing  BLM  land  with  probable  riparian  habitat  were  not 
included  in  the  DEIS: 


Stream,  wetland,  or  spring  Location 

Rio  Grande  T.9N.,  R.2-3E. 


Rio  Puerco 
Rio  Puerco 
Peralta  Canyon 

Numerous  playa  lakes 

Two  flowing  wells  and  one 
Spring 


T.6N.,  R.1W. 

T.9N..  R.1W. 

T.16-17N..  R.5E. 
T.6N..R.15W.:T.6N., 
R.13W.:T.8N..R.13W.; 
T.6N..  R.11W. 

T.14N.,  R.15W. 


Notes _ 

South  Valley,  Bernalillo  Co. 
Two  reaches 
Two  reaches 
NW  of  Cochiti  Pueblo 

Near  continental  divide  SW 
of  Grants 

E.  of  Ft.  Wingate 


Clarification  is  needed  as  to  how  the  streams,  wetlands,  and  springs  of  the  affected  environment 
were  inventoried,  why  any  riparian  or  wetland  areas  were  excluded,  and  whether  this  document 
also  addresses  management  of  riparian  or  wetland  areas  on  BLM  land  not  currently  included  in 
the  BLM  inventory. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  GC-1: 

As  additional  riparian-wetland  areas  come  to  the  attention  of  the  BLM,  they  will  be  assessed  for 
their  riparian  habitat  values  and,  as  warranted,  included  among  the  areas  covered  by  the  Albuquerque 
Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP. 
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•  Jim  Silva 
December  16, 1999 
Page  2 


GC-2 


Recommended  Changes  to  Table  3.2 

The  caption  for  Table  3.2  on  page  3-6  contains  several  errors.  The  caption  should  be  changed 

as  follows: 

3  Notes:  TMDL  Segment  =  river  miles  for  which  total  maximum  daily  load  (TMOL) 
analysis  must  be  completed;  TMDL  Schedule  =  the  mandatory  year  of  completion  by 
NMED  or  EPA  of  a  TMDL  document  describing  the  causes  (water  quality  parameters) 
and  sources  (discharges  and  land-use  activities)  of  non-support;  Causes  of  Non-support 
=  water  quality  parameters  for  which  the  water  quality  of  TMDL  segments  does  not 
support  their  designated  uses;  NPDES  Permits  =  discharge  permits  issued  under  the 
National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System;  Water  Supply  Systems  =  regulated 
drinking  water  supply  systems  in  the  watershed  that  depend  on  surface  water;  COE 
§404  Permits  =  the  number  of  actions  (information  provided,  public  meetings,  field 
inspections,  and  permits  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  [COE])  regarding 
§404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  §10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act;  USGS  Stations  = 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  stream  gauging  stations  in  the  hydrologic  unit. 

Source:  New  Mexico  Environment  Department  and  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

(1998). 

The  following  changes  to  the  table  itself  should  be  made: 

a.  The  heading  for  column  seven  should  be  corrected  to  read  "Number  of  NPDES  Permits". 

b.  The  Arroyo  Chico  and  North  Plains  watersheds  have  zero  causes  of  non-support  (no 
streams  in  these  watersheds  were  placed  on  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  §303(d)  list). 

c.  For  the  reason  provided  in  item  b.,  the  Arroyo  Chico  and  North  Plains  watersheds  have 
zero  TMDL  segment  miles  (rather  than  “no  data").  This  does  not  mean  that  the  few 
streams  or  riparian  areas  in  these  two  watersheds  are  not  degraded;  participants  in  the 
unified  watershed  assessments  (UWA’s)  may  have  been  unfamiliar  with  these  areas. 
NMED  encourages  participation  by  the  BLM  in  UWA  meetings. 

d.  The  Arroyo  Chico  and  North  Plains  watersheds  also  have  zero  discharge  permits  under 
NPDES  and  zero  regulated  drinking  water  systems  utilizing  surface  water. 

e.  Table  4  in  New  Mexico  Unified  Watershed  Assessment,  cited  by  the  BLM,  was  used  to 
develop  Table  3.2  in  the  DEIS.  Both  tables  list  watersheds,  while  the  TMDL  process 
addresses  specific  degraded  stream  segments.  Some  watersheds  (e.g.  the  Chama) 
contain  stream  segments  scheduled  for  TMDL  analysis  in  different  years,  making  both 
tables  erroneous.  Therefore,  more  than  one  year  should  be  listed  in  column  5  of  Table 
3.2,  where  applicable.  The  primary  source  for  this  information  is  the  1998  State  of  New 
Mexico  §303(d)  List  for  Assessed  Stream  and  River  Reaches.  TMDL  analysis  has  been 
completed  or  is  scheduled  for  some  stream  segments  not  included  on  the  §303(d)  list 
but  established  by  the  consent  decree  that  resulted  from  Forest  Guardians  and 
Southwest  Environmental  Center  v.  Carol  Browner,  Administrator,  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (Civil  Action  No.  96-0826  LH/LFG).  These  documents  are  accessible 
on  the  NMED  web  site  at  http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/swqb/documents.html. 
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Response  to  GC-2: 

On  the  basis  of  your  comments,  changes  to  Table  3.2  of  the  DEIS  are  included  in  Appendix  A  of 
Volume  1  of  the  FEIS  (the  Addendum  to  the  DEIS). 
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.  Jim  Silva 
December  16, 1999 
Page  3 


GC-3 


GC-4 


GC-5 


GC-6 


Tiger  Salamander  is  an  Amphibian 

In  Section  3.9  (Wildlife  and  Fish)  on  p.  3-9,  tiger  salamander  is  referred  to  as  a  reptile.  It  is  an 
amphibian. 

B.  ALTERNATIVES:  SUBSTANTIVE  NEW  ALTERNATIVE  RECOMMENDED  BY  NMED 

The  stated  goal  of  the  BLM,  in  terms  of  riparian  management,  is  'lo  restore  and  protect  riparian 
and  associated  habitats”  under  its  jurisdiction  (p.  S-1).  Alternative  3  (Grazing  Management), 
which  excludes  livestock  from  riparian  areas,  "is  expected  to  have  only  a  negligible  adverse 
effect  on  the  livestock  industry  economies  of  New  Mexico  as  a  whole  and  west-central  New 
Mexico  in  particular  (Section  4.2.3,4,  Socioeconomics,  p.  4-38).  Furthermore,  “[sjtreams  that 
are  permanently  protected  from  grazing  have  the  highest  probability  of  successful  recovery”  and 
although  “some  have  suggested  that  livestock  can  be  used  as  a  ‘tool’  in  riparian  enhancement, 
there  is  no  ecological  basis  to  indicate  that  livestock  grazing,  under  any  management  strategy, 
can  accelerate  riparian  recovery  more  rapidly  than  total  exclusion"  (Section  4.2.3.1,  Attainment 
of  Proper  Functioning  Condition,  p.  4-37).  Thus,  selection  of  Alternative  2  (Adaptive 
Management),  which  does  not  necessarily  exclude  livestock  from  riparian  areas,  as  the 
preferred  alternative  is  less  supportive  of  the  stated  goal  than  Alternative  3.  Moreover,  if  other 
management  strategies  that  are  included  in  Alternative  2  were  included  in  Alternative  3  (such  as 
the  development  of  "explicit  goals  for  which  progress  can  be  measured  by  a  set  of  specific 
endpoints",  sampling  to  "provide  quantitative  results  to  support  defensible  decision-making”  and 
control  of  invasive  species  [Table  S.1]),  then  the  more  comprehensive  synthesis  of  Alternatives 
2  and  3  would  clearly  provide  all  the  advantages  of  both  and  be  preferable  to  either  alternative 
as  they  are  described  in  the  current  document. 

C.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

Compliance  with  State  and  Federal  Environmental  Regulations 

Active  restoration  of  riparian  areas  requires  an  understanding  of  watershed  and  geomorphlc 
processes  in  the  design  process.  Permitting  procedures  are  in  place  in  part  to  ensure  that  work 
in  stream  channels  will  achieve  desirable  goals  with  minimal  undesirable  consequences. 
Placement  of  boulders  along  stream  banks  (p.  4-28),  creating  hardened  stream  crossings  (p.  4- 
28),  placement  of  In-stream  structures  (pp.  4-30,  4-31),  and  development  of  ponds  in  riparian 
areas  (pp.  4-30,  4-31)  are  all  activities  requiring  dredge  and  fill  permits  from  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  under  §404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Any  such  permits  also  require  state 
approval  under  §401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  before  work  can  commence.  In  New  Mexico,  State 
approval  is  promulgated  under  NMSA  §74-6-5. 

Impacts  of  Proposed  Action  on  Water  Quality 

The  alternative  that  best  supports  the  stated  goal  of  restoration  and  protection  of  riparian 
habitats  will  be  most  beneficial  to  water  quality.  As  stated  in  Table  S.1  (p.  S-5).  water  quality  is 
primarily  a  function  of  overall  watershed  condition.  However,  protection  of  riparian  areas  is  likely 
to  have  a  significant  positive  impact  on  the  amount  of  pollutants,  particularly  sediment,  in 
streams.  For  example,  establishment  and  protection  of  vegetation  will  likely  stabilize  stream 
banks  and  reduce  erosion;  livestock  exclusion  from  riparian  areas  will  likely  reduce  stream  bank 
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Response  to  GC-3: 

Appendix  A  of  Volume  1  of  the  FEIS  (the  Addendum  to  the  DEIS)  correctly  lists  the  tiger 
salamander  as  an  amphibian. 

Response  to  GC-4: 

Most  "pro-environment"  reviews  and  position  papers  (Armour  et  al.  1994)  stress  that  livestock 
grazing  is  acceptable  providing  that  it  is  managed  in  a  way  that  is  compatible  with  ecological 
requirements  of  healthy  riparian  and  aquatic  ecosystems.  Similarly,  most  "pro-grazing"  reviews  and 
position  papers  (e.g.,  Holechek  1981)  agree  that  grazing  needs  to  be  controlled  by  use  of  scientific 
principles.  Fencing  and  complete  exclusion  of  grazing  from  riparian  areas  are  often  identified  as  the  only 
strategies  capable  of  rehabilitating  damaged  streamside  areas.  Alternative  livestock  management  systems 
can  be  used  to  improve  most  riparian  areas  so  that  permanent  exclusion  of  grazing  may  not  be  necessary. 
The  BLM  acknowledges  that  any  grazing  practice  requires  close  monitoring  of  riparian  wood  use  and 
bank  conditions  so  that  livestock  can  be  promptly  removed  before  significant  damage  can  occur. 

Response  to  GC-5: 

The  BLM’s  management  plans  include  strong  compliance  requirements  that  emphasize  achieving 
goals  for  federal,  state,  and  provincial  water  quality  standards  and  enhancing  watershed  conditions  for 
soil  and  water  resources.  As  appropriate.  Section  401  and  404  permits  are  attained  for  stream  and 
wetland  improvement  projects. 

Response  to  GC-6: 

It  is  arguable  that  the  elimination  of  livestock  grazing  would  be  a  viable  alternative  if  the  BLM’s 
sole  management  goals  were  to  maintain,  enhance,  or  restore  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  for  their 
ecological  value.  However,  it  is  BLM’s  mandate  to  manage  the  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  for  multiple 
use.  The  settlement  agreement  that  necessitated  the  preparation  of  an  EIS  required  the  inclusion  of  one 
alternative  that  may  not  conform  to  current  resource  management  plans.  The  alternative  selected  to  meet 
this  condition  was  the  grazing  alternative.  The  complete  discontinuation  of  grazing  would  not  conform 
with  the  principles  of  multiple  use  management  under  the  FLPMA. 
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GC-9 


Jim  Silva 

December  16, 1999 
Page  4 


trampling,  thereby  reducing  sediment  loading,  and  also  reduce  nutrient  transport  to  surface 
water. 

Influence  of  Watershed  Management  on  Riparian  Areas 

The  authors  of  the  DEIS  state  (pp.  S*2,  2-1,  A-4)  that  segments  of  riparian  areas  under  BLM 
jurisdiction  are  often  only  small  parts  of  larger  areas  under  other  jurisdictions  over  which  the 
BLM  has  no  management  responsibility  or  authority.  By  the  same  token,  the  BLM  does  have 
management  responsibility  for  portions  of  watersheds,  upland  and  riparian,  that  influence 
riparian  areas  on  lands  for  which  the  BLM  has  no  direct  management  authority.  Documented 
effects  of  land  management  activities  (e.g.,  grazing,  silviculture,  fire  management,  road  building 
and  maintenance)  on  surface  hydrology  (especially  infiltration,  runoff,  and  erosion)  can  impact 
water  quality  and  riparian  health  downstream  in  a  watershed.  Remediation  of  such  nonpoint 
source  pollution  loading  is  voluntary  under  the  CWA.  Section  319(h)  of  the  CWA  outlines  a  grant 
program  for  nonpoint  source  pollution  prevention  projects  which,  in  New  Mexico,  is  managed  by 
the  Nonpoint  Source  Section  of  the  Department’s  Surface  Water  Quality  Bureau  (SWQB). 
NMED  encourages  the  BLM  to  respond  to  future  RFPs  for  nonpoint  source  pollution  prevention 
projects. 

D.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

The  New  Mexico  Environment  Department  appreciates  being  consulted  by  the  BLM  in  this  and 
future  environmental  impact  analyses.  In  Section  5.3  (Agencies  and  Organizations  Consulted, 
p.  5-1),  NMED  is  not  listed  as  an  agency  that  was  informed  or  contacted  during  the  preparation 
of  the  DEIS.  We  wish  to  be  on  the  BLM  distribution  list  for  draft  environmental  impact 
statements  and  to  have  our  consultation  acknowledged. 

E.  BIOLOGICAL  EVALUATION 

If  the  document  is  to  address  management  of  BLM  lands  on  the  Rio  Grande  in  Bernalillo  County 
(T.9N.,  R.2-3E.),  then  effects  determinations  should  be  made  for  the  Rio  Grande  silvery  minnow 
(Hybognathus  amarus)  and  flathead  chub  (Platygobio  gracilis). 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project.  Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any 
questions. 


GC-6 

(cont.) 
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GC-8 
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Sincerely, 


Gedi  Cibas,  Ph.D.  X 
Environmental  Impact  Review  Coordinator 

NMED  File  No.  1327ER 
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Response  to  GC-7: 

Your  comment  on  watershed  management  responsibilities  is  appreciated.  As  appropriate  and 
allowable  under  established  regulations,  the  BLM  will  consider  responding  to  future  requests  for 
proposals  for  nonpoint-source  pollution  prevention  projects. 

Response  to  GC-8: 

The  BLM  appreciates  your  comments.  Your  agency  has  been  added  to  the  list  in  Appendix  A  of 
Volume  1  of  the  FEIS  (the  Addendum  to  the  DEIS)  and  will  be  added  to  the  BLM  distribution  list  to 
receive  future  DEISs. 

Response  to  GC-9: 

The  lands  you  identified  in  Bernalillo  County  (T9N  R2-3E)  are  no  longer  under  BLM  management. 
Any  future  changes  to  the  HMP  related  to  the  inclusion  of  new  riparian-wetland  areas  would  include  an 
effects  determination  for  any  federally  listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  could  occur  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  riparian  area. 
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December  17,  1999 


Cynthia  D.  Brill 
9  Chaparral  Rd. 

Placitas,  NM  87043 
(505)  771-1397 

Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Manaqement  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage  be 
included  by  BLM  in  the  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  Plan  (BLM/NM/PL-99-015-1040) .  I  am  concerned  that 
this  riparian  area  be  included  now  for  future  restoration  and 
protection . 
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Response  to  CDB-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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(cont.) 

LMD-2 

LMD-3 


LARRY  M.  DREYFUS,  ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 

102  Camino  Barranca  (505)867-2361 

Placitas.  New  Mexico  87043 _ _ _ Fax:  (505)661-2362 


John  Hancock  Center 

Suite  4819  (312)787-5524 

Chicago.  Iltinois  60611-1748  Fax:(312)787-6153 


Friday,  December  17,  1999 


JIM  SILVA 

Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
BLM  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montajio  NE 
Albuquerque,  MM  87107-4935 

Re:  Las  Huertas  Creek  Omitted  From  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Silva, 

I  was  very  disappointed  to  hear  that  your  office  has  intentionally  omitted  the 
above  creek  and  surrounding  area  from  an  impact  study  currently  under 
consideration  for  the  Placitas  New  Mexico  area.  Given  that  the  area  attracts 
75  different  species  of  birds,  including  25  species  that  nest  in  the  area,  and  has 
cottonwood  trees  and  willows,  it  certainly  deserves  inclusion  in  the  Statement. 

Without  being  Included  in  the  Environment  Impact  Study,  this  area,  with  its 
wild  life  and  plant  diversity  may  disappear  as  we  know  it.  Therefore,  please 
provide: 

1.  BLM’s  rational  for  not  Including  the  area; 

2.  Whether  the  area’s  omission  from  the  Statement  makes  it 
‘‘imlnerable”  to  disruption  from  mining  and  other  economic  uses;  and 

3.  Whether  the  BLM  has  sought  Insight  and  guidance  from  adjoining 
communities,  and  if  not,  why  the  BLM  feels  such  input  is  of  no 
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Response  to  LMD-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 

Response  to  LMD-2: 

The  BLM  will  conduct  an  initial  assessment  of  the  riparian  area  to  determine  its  functioning 
condition  (e.g.,  PFC,  FAR,  or  NF).  On  the  basis  of  this  assessment  and  other  influences  in  the  watershed, 
the  BLM  will  determine  the  management  strategies  needed  to  maintain,  enhance,  or  restore  the  Las 
Huertas  Creek  riparian  area. 

Response  to  LMD-3: 

On  the  basis  of  the  public  input  and  comment  received  on  the  DEIS,  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
has  included  that  portion  of  Las  Huertas  Creek  located  on  BLM-administered  lands  in  the  list  of  riparian 
areas  in  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS).  The  first  step  in  the  management  of  Las 
Huertas  Creek  will  be  performance  of  a  PFC  survey  of  the  riparian  area  by  2001. 
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Response  to  MRN-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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Friends  of  Placitas,  Inc. 

P.  O.  Box  234 

Placitas,  New  Mexico  87043 
(505)  867-3264 
22  December  1999 


Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montafto  NE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 
Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


RMW-1 


Friends  of  Placitas  asks  that  you  encourage  BLM  authorities  to  include  the  BLM-owned 
portions  Las  Huertas  Creek  in  the  EIS  for  riparian  areas  to  be  managed  by  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office. 


We  have  been  told  that  you,  as  well  as  other  authorities,  have  visited  the  area  and 
recognized  the  riparian  vegetation  there. 

The  vegetation  was  inventoried  to  include  meaningful  quantities  of  both  cottonwoods  and 
willows,  within  a  one  mile  reach.  Expert  surveys  have  found  a  "remarkable  diversity"  of 
birds  visiting  and  nesting  in  the  area.  And  we  understand  that  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  is 
considering  a  "Wild  and  Scenic  River"  designation  for  Las  Huertas  Creek. 

If  we  can  help  you  further  in  causing  the  Inclusion  of  this  riparian  area  in  the  EIS  and 
resulting  Management  Plan,  please  give  me  a  call. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  M.  Wessely 
President 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  RMW-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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December  25,  1999 
Mr.  Jim  Silva 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87101 

Dear  Mr.  Silva, 

This  letter  is  a  request  for  your  consideration  in  including  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage 
in  Placitas  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  I  am  sure  you  are  aware,  the  Las 
Huertas  Creek  supports  willows,  cottonwoods,  tamarisks,  elms  and  75  different  types  of 
birds.  I  believe  that  the  Las  Huertas  drainage  should  be  included  as  a  riparian  area  for  the 
purposes  of  habitat  management. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  matter. 

Shelley  KoflQer 
41  Agua  SarcaRd. 

Placitas,  NM  87043 


Vw 
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Response  to  SK-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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SANDOVAL  COUNTY  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICES 

'  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

EDMUND  J.  (JOE)  LANG 
District  Z.  Chairman 

R.W.  JOHNSON 
District  5.  Vice  Chairman 

WILLIAM  SAPIEN 
District  1 

MARY  HUMPHREY 
District  3 

PATRICIA  THOMAS 

December  27. 1999 

^  DEBBIE  HAYS 

Mr.  Jim  Silva  county  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107 


RE:  EIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management,  BLV/NM/PI-99-01 5-1040 
Dear  Mr.  Silva; 

This  letter  concerns  the  draft  EIS  cited  above,  and  the  response  letter  forwarded 
to  you  by  the  Las  Placitas  Association  on  November  22, 1999. 

After  a  careful  review  of  the  contents  of  the  November  22, 1999, 
correspondence,  Sandoval  County  concurs  that  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  drainage 
area  should  be  included  in  the  “riparian  area”  designation  of  the  EIS  for  purposes 
of  habitat  management. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at 
867-7500.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  such  an  important  issue 
for  the  County.  ud 


.1?  CD 
r—  m 
CD  o 


County  Manager 


cc:  Carol  M.  Parker,  President,  Las  Placitas  Association 
Edwin  Singleton,  Field  Office  Manager 
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Response  to  DH-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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JS-2 
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Response  to  JS-1: 

The  preferred  alternative  for  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  is 
Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management.  Adaptive  management  allows  flexibility  in  management.  Where 
the  riparian  area  is  in  a  degraded  condition,  however,  exclusion  of  domestic  livestock  is  usually  required 
for  a  period  of  time  until  the  riparian  area  returns  to  PFC.  Once  PFC  is  attained,  limited  grazing  within 
the  riparian  area  would  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Controlled  livestock  grazing  can  have 
some  beneficial  aspects  in  riparian  areas,  but  careful  monitoring  would  be  necessary  to  ensure  that  PFC 
is  maintained. 

Response  to  JS-2: 

Your  support  for  the  continued  use  of  riparian  areas  for  livestock  grazing  is  noted.  Thank  you  for 
your  comment. 
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•  .  •  2:  SI.' 

Boxl498'  ‘‘i  .UBUGUER^Uafffrf^erfco  Office 

Cortaro,  Arizona  8S652  Box  248 

TeL:  (520)  572-8998  .  Gila,  New  Mexka 88038 

FAX:  (520)  572-0962 

"  <niixote@Dsn.net  .  .  ' 

•  •  '  .  '  .  ■  •  ••  '  .  . 

January  1 ,  2000  . 

•Jim  SUva,  Project  Leader 
\^uquerque  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Lwd  Management  . 

435  Montafio  Rd.  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  88005 

•  •  •  • .  .  *  , 

Re;  Oiraft  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

We  write  to  encourage  the  adoption  of  alternative  3  as  shown  in  your  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management.  Further  we  encourage  you 
to  review  each  allotment  affected  to  determine  the  necessary  adjustment  to  the  number  of 
livestock  permitted. . 

Data  in  your  EIS  shows  what  we  have  obsenred  on  the  ground,  that  almost  all  riparian 
areas  are  in  poor  or  not  rated  condition  with  almost  none  in  an  upward  trend! 

Your  draft  EIS  properly  indicates  the  overriding  importance  of  riparian  are^  for  proper 
watershed  ftmctionin^  and  as  wildlife  habitat.  As  well  in  your  statement  under 
alternative  three,  you  properly  acknowledge  that  considd'able  research  supports  the 
contention  that  domestic  livestock  grt^ing  is  an  inappropriate  use  of  ripariah  areas.  You 
also  acknowledge  that  'apfdication  of  grazing  controls  in  riparian  areas  was  the  single 
most  consistent  advice  received  ftom  the  public  during  your  scooping  process.  We  agree 
Frith  the  sdentific  research.  The  public  supports  controls.  Please  proceed  to  exclude 
livestock  from  the  riparian  areas  included  in  this  ^S. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas  Wootten 
President 


A  not for  profit  anporoHon  defeated  to  tfte  appreciation  preservation  of  omt  native  flora  and  fauna 
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Response  to  THW-1: 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine 
whether  riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the 
BLM  will  take  action  to  modify  management  of  the  allotment. 
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Center  for  Biological  Diversity  GIS  Shop  <g!s@sw-center.org>  on  01/04/2000 
02:14:55  PM 


To:  jsilva 

cc;  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject;  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 


Name:  Jon  Rhodes 
Address:  2330  SE  Taylor  St. 

City;  Portland 
State;  OR 
Zip:  97214 
Phone:  503-731-1307 

Subject;  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Comments:  I  strongly  urge  to  adopt  am  alternative  that  prohibits  all 
livestock  grazing  on  all  riparian  areas.  As  a  professional  hyrdologist 
with  more  than  18  years  of  experience  working  on  riparian  area  and  water 
quality  issues,  I  know,  as  you  should,  that  prohibition  of  livestock 
grazing  is  the  only  way  to  ensure  that  riparian  areas  are  protected  and 
restored.  Therefore,  the  BLM  should  adopt  an  alternative  that  prohibits 
riparian  livestock  grazing  for  at  least  10  years. 

Thcuiks  for  the  time  and  attention. 

Sincerely, 

Jon  Rhodes 
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Response  to  JR-1; 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine 
whether  riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the 
BLM  will  take  action  to  modify  management  of  the  allotment. 
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P.  0.  Box  11589 
Albuquerque,  NM  87192 
January  5,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM87107-4935 

Reference:  Draf t--Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office-New  Mexico,  October  1999, 
BLML/NM/PL-99- 015-1040. 

Subject:  Suggestion  for  clarification  in  Chapter  3. 
Gentlemen : 

In  Chapter  3  common  names  are  frequently  used  in  the 
descriptions  of  plant  communities.  Common  names  for 
plants  are  sometimes  ambiguous  with  the  same  name 
applied  to  several  different  species.  I  would  like  to 
suggest  the  addition  of  a  simple  appendix  listing  the 
common  names  and  the  equivalent  botanical  name  as  used 
in  this  report.  Those  of  us  not  familiar  with  a  common 
name  could  then  refer  to  the  botanical  name  to  find  a 
plant  description  in  standard  reference  books. 

The  same  appendix  could  be  expanded  to  include 
wildlife  and  fishes  although  common  names  are  usually 
more  specific  in  these  fields.  I  recognize  that 
Appendix  A  does  clarify  names  for  several  species  and 
I  am  suggesting  something  similar  to  Table  A.l  for  all 
common  named  species  in  the  report. 

Sincerely , 

- 

William  H.  Dodson 
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Response  to  WHD-1: 

Where  applicable,  the  DEIS  listed  both  the  scientific  and  the  common  name  for  plant  and  animal 
species.  Where  only  the  common  name  was  listed,  the  most  widely  accepted  name  was  used.  Often,  a 
common  plant  name  (e.g.,  willow,  sedge)  was  used  where  more  than  one  species  could  be  present.  The 
listing  of  scientific  names  would  not  influence  the  assessment  or  proposed  management  for  a  riparian 
area.  Therefore,  it  was  not  deemed  necessary  to  include  both  the  scientific  and  common  names  for  most 
biota  (however,  as  you  pointed  out,  both  names  were  included  in  the  Biological  Evaluation  [which  is  now 
Appendix  B  of  Volume  1  of  the  FEIS]  for  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  other  special  status 
species). 
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Robert  N.  O’Donnell 
196  Camino  Barranca 
0  0  J/‘  ■  ’  -  Pl^itas.'NM  87043 
505-867-0094 

•‘.L3J(ib£|->abtiai:Jr.a,  2000 


Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leadre 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


RNO-1 


I  request  that  the  Las  Huertas  Creek  BLM  lands  in  the  Placitas  area  and  especially  those  near  or 
neighboring  the  Albuquerque  “open  Space”  be  included  in  the  “Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Plan”. 

Survey’s  have  shown  significant  riparian  vegetation  along  the  section  of  Las  Huertas  Creek  on 
BLM  land.  This  area  should  be  added  to  the  Plan  for  the  purposes  of  restoring  and  protecting 
riparian  habitat. 
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Response  to  RNO-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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CENTRAL  NEW  MEXICO  GROUP 
SIERRA  CLUB 

207  SAN  PEDRO  N530  JA,!  -r.  p;;  ?:  -- 

ALBUQUERQUE,  NM  87108 

;  ".L'3'j:]!jerqul.  i-i  h 


1-05-00 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


GS-l 


Dear  Mr.  Silva, 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  Riparian  And  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office-  New  Mexico.  The  Central  New 
Mexico  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club  represents  approximately  3000  members  locally. 

We  strongly  favor  the  “No  Grazing"  alternative  for  riparian  area  management.  The 
decline  of  species  diversity  within  riparian  areas  as  well  as  the  poor  condition  of 
riparian  habitat  on  public  lands  is  well  known  and  well  documented.  Livestock 
grazing  within  riparian  areas  has  led  to  a  lack  of  habitat  diversity  through  a  loss  of 
vegetational  diversity.  We  also  feel  that,  although  ungulate  grazing  within  riparian 
areas  is  natural,  grazing  by  livestock  (especially  in  economically  viable  numbers) 
is  unnatural  and  hence  leads  to  habitat  degradation.  Our  riparian  resource  Is  in 
such  poor  condition  that  we  can  no  longer  afford  the  luxury  of  allowing  habitat 
destruction  by  livestock.  We  fell  that  it  Is  ecologically  unsound  to  graze  exotic 
livestock  such  as  cattle  and  sheep  within  riparian  habitats.  This  is  borne  out  by 
the  BLM’s  own  demonstration  plots  in  riparian  areas  throughout  New  Mexico. 
Therefore,  we  strongly  support  no  grazing  within  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats. 

We  are  aware  of  various  schemes  by  which  grazing  within  riparian  zones  is 
practiced.  One  such  practice  is  dormant  season  grazing.  Dormant  season 
grazing,  as  practiced,  all  but  eliminates  stubble  within  this  habitat.  This  is  a 
modification  of  the  habitat  that  strongly  diminishes  its  suitability  to  small  wildlife  as 
functioning  habitat.  This  habitat  destruction,  In  turn,  detrimentally  affects  the  rest 
of  the  food  chain  resulting  in  fewer  predators.  We  cannot  support  dormant  season 
grazing  because,  as  we  have  seen  far  too  often,  the  end  result  is  more  habitat 
destruction. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  comments. 
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Response  to  GS-1: 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine 
whether  riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the 
BLM  will  take  action  to  modify  management  of  the  allotment. 
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Sincerely, 

4^ 

Gaiysimpson 

Executive  Committee  Member 
Central  New  Mexico  Group  -  Sierra  Club 
4946  Quail  Ridge  Dr.  NW 
Albuquerque,  NM  87114 
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[This  page  intentionally  left  blank.] 
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6  January  2000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107*4935 

Attention:  Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 


00jr;;-7  /;;;in;5r: 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DEIS  FOR  RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  ALBUQUERQUE  FIELD  OFFICE 


Thank  you  for  the  opportimity  to  conunent  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  Environmental  Chairman,  I  have  prepared  these  comments  on  behalf  of  the 
New  Mexico  4-Wheelers,  an  Albuquerque-based  organization  promoting  the  responsible 
use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles.  NM4W’s  members  make  extensive  recreational  use  of 
lands  administered  by  your  office  and  are  concerned  about  the  direction  the  preferred 
alternative  is  taking. 

In  reviewing  your  DEIS,  I  have  found  your  proposed  approach  to  managing  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  to  be  unacceptable  and  irresponsible.  I  regret  having  come  to  this 
conclusion  because  NM4W  members  have  worked  with  BLM  staff  to  promote  balanced, 
multi-purpose  use  of  our  public  lands  and  have  found  those  staff  members  to  be  both 
knowledgeable  and  responsible  people.  My  conclusions  stem  not  only  from  my  concern 
for  preserving  primitive  roaded  recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands  but  also  from 
my  concern  that  public  lands  should  continue  to  be  managed  in  a  manner  that  considers 
all  needs.  For  these  reasons,  the  New  Mexico  4- Wheelers  support  the  balanced  approach 
to  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  provided  by  your  current  program,  which  has 
been  identified,  inappropriately,  as  the  “no*action  alternative.” 

The  specific  reasons  for  my  conclusions  are  summarized  as  follows. 

Single-Minded  Purpose  of  Preferred  Alternative  2  Ignores  Common  Sense  and 
Good  Management  Practice.  As  stated  on  p.  2-3  of  the  DEIS,  “...  the  Adaptive 
Management  Alternative  seeks  first  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  restoration  and 
protection  of  riparian  areas  and  then  to  approve  those  other  uses  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
compatible  with  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources.”  The  preferred  alternative 
subrogates  all  other  uses  to  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources.  This  is  blind, 
imbalanced  management.  Although  riparian  habitat  is  important,  circumstances  will  arise 
where  the  need  to  preserve  riparian  resources  must  be  weighed  against  other  important 
and  legitimate  needs  such  as  prehistoric  and  historic  resource  preservation,  recreation  and 
facility  development,  and  public  access.  It  is  not  good  management  practice  to  bind  your 
hands  with  a  policy  that  keeps  you  from  weighing  the  multitude  of  needs  on  their  own 
merits  and  coming  to  management  decisions  that  make  sense.  Riparian  resource 
preservation  will  not  always  be  the  best  and  highest  management  objective  at  all  riparian 
locations.  Alternative  2  does  not  make  good  management  sense  and  should  be  rejected. 
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Response  to  CRW-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is 
presented  as  Alternative  1  in  the  DEIS  and  represents  continuation  of  current  management  (i.e.,  taking  no 
management  actions  that  have  not  already  been  established  under  the  BLM’s  current  program). 

Response  to  CRW-2: 

Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  does  not  exclude  other  management  activities  in  riparian 
areas.  Alternative  2  identifies  the  improvement  and  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  associated 
threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat  as  primary  objectives.  These  primary  objectives  do  not 
exclude  secondary  objectives  such  as  recreation  or  cultural  resource  management. 
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CRW-4 


CRW-5 


Alternative  3  Grazing  Management  also  Ignores  Good  Management  Practice  and 
Common  Sense.  As  stated  on  p.  2-1 1  of  the  DEIS,  “Under  the  Grazing  Management 
Alternative,  the  BLM  would  exclude  domestic  livestock  use  in  riparian  areas  ...”  The 
blanket  elimination  of  grazing,  or  any  other  legitimate  use  of  public  lands,  without 
consideration  of  site-specific  conditions  and  mitigation  measures  is  also  blind, 
unbalanced  management.  Again,  it  is  not  good  management  practice  nor  the  best  and 
highest  use  of  public  lands  to  adopt  a  policy  that  constrains  the  BLM  from  making 
decisions  based  on  the  merits  of  each  situation.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  grazing  would 
be  compatible  with  riparian  protection  in  many  areas,  as  illustrated  in  my  next  comment. 
Alternative  3  does  not  make  good  management  sense  and  should  also  be  rqected. 

Other  Uses  are  Compatible  with  Good  Riparian  Management.  Table  1 . 1  of  the  DEIS 
provides  a  summary  of  Albuquerque  Field  Office  riparian  areas,  their  current  use,  and 
their  known  condition.  Returning  riparian  areas  to  the  PFC  (Proper  Functioning 
Condition)  state  is  indicated  in  the  DEIS  as  the  ultimate  objective  of  BLM*s  management 
plans.  Although  grazing  is  currently  excluded  from  the  four  riparian  areas  stated  in  the 
table  to  currently  be  in  the  desired  proper  functioning  condition,  in  the  BLM  Farmington 
District  nearly  one-third  of  the  properly  functioning  wetlands  are  currently  experiencing 
grazing.  This  strongly  indicates  that  good  riparian  management  and  grazing  are  not 
incompatible  if  properly  managed.  Although  only  grazing  use  was  mentioned  in  the  table, 
in  the  area  administered  by  the  Taos  Field  Office  two  out  of  the  four  properly  functioning 
riparian  areas  were  identified  as  also  having  ORV  use.  Again,  this  data  indicates  that 
good  riparian  management  and  ORV  use  are  not  incompatible  if  properly  managed.  It  is 
clear  that  other  uses  such  as  grazing,  ORV,  hiking,  and  fishing  can  be  compatible  with  a 
properly  functioning  riparian  area  and  should  not  be  automatically  excluded.  Options 
such  as  Alternative  3  that  automatically  brand  certain  uses  as  incompatible  should  not 
even  be  considered.  In  fact.  Table  1.1  provides  good  evidence  that  Alternative  3,  or  any 
other  alternative  that  promotes  a  blanket  ban  on  a  particular  activity,  is  completely 
inappropriate.  The  BLM  is  self-identified  as  a  management  agency.  There  are  many 
legitimate  uses  of  public  lands  and  the  first  management  reaction  to  a  problem  should  be 
to  seek  mitigation,  not  closure. 

Allocation  of  Funding  as  First  Priority.  By  assigning  the  Alb^uerque  Field  Office’s 
highest  priority  as  protecting  and  restoring  riparian  areas  as  indicated  on  p.  2-3  under  the 
preferred  alternative,  it  follows  that  other  legitimate  needs  and  uses  of  public  lands 
managed  by  your  office  would  suffer  from  a  significant  lack  of  funding  while  riparian 
management  was  vigorously  pursued.  This  is  not  a  good  management  policy  because 
many  of  your  other  important  programs,  such  as  biodiversity  enhancement  and  T&E 
species  protection  in  non-riparian  areas,  would  unduly  suffer.  It  should  be  clear  that  there 
are  many  important  issues  that  need  attention  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM, 
not  just  riparian  habitat  protection.  It  is  suggested  on  p.  S-1  in  your  summary  statements 
that  part  of  the  legal  objection  to  your  current  riparian  management  approach  was  that 
you  have  been  proceeding  too  slowly  due  to  a  lack  of  funding.  I  submit  that  if  riparian 
protection  on  public  lands  was  of  overriding  interest  compared  to  all  other  uses  for  a 
majority  of  the  American  people,  the  flmding  needed  to  provide  that  protection  would 
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Response  to  CRW-3: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  addresses  public  input  and  issue 
identification  received  by  the  BLM  during  the  scoping  process. 

Response  to  CRW-4: 

Except  for  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  current  or  future  allowed  activities  or  actions 
(e.g.,  recreation  or  grazing)  will  be  based  on  the  site-specific  requirements  or  management  needs  of 
individual  riparian  areas. 

Response  to  CRW-5: 

Developing  budget  priorities  has  and  will  continue  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private 
organizations.  The  BLM  does  not  view  the  funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that 
deprives  other  field  office  activities  of  adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the 
documentation  needed  to  assist  in  developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 
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(cont) 


CRW-6 


have  been  there  for  you.  The  fact  that  it  was  not  indicates  that  the  criticality  you  attribute 
to  riparian  protection  in  preferred  Alternative  2  does  not  reflect  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  Americans  but  only  of  the  relatively  small  group  that  filed  the  lawsuit.  The 
best  use  of  your  limited  funds  is  to  continue  with  what  you  should  be  doing:  provide 
balanced  support  for  all  legitimate  uses  of  the  lands  you  manage. 

Not  a  Good  Precedent  to  Set  in  Responding  to  a  Lawsuit  It  is  clear  that  riparian  area 
protection  is  receiving  the  cunent  high  level  of  attention  in  response  to  a  lawsuit.  Your 
reaction  has  been  to  satisfy  that  legal  challenge  by  making  riparian  area  protection 
superior  to  ail  other  needs  for  management  of  public  lands.  Suppose  the  Middle  Rio 
Grande  Pueblos  filed  a  lawsuit  contending  that  your  protection  of  their  ancestral  sites  was 
not  being  pursued  with  sufficient  vigor.  Would  you  then  turn  around  and  make  protection 
of  prehistoric  and  historic  resources  your  number  one  priority?  You  are  not  setting  a  good 
precedent  in  responding  to  the  riparian  habitat  lawsuit  in  the  manner  proposed  in  the 
DEIS.  As  a  citizen,  I  believe  that  adopting  Alternative  2  would  be  a  serious  overreaction 
to  the  riparian  protection  lawsuit  and  a  bad  precedent  to  set  in  responding  to  future 
lawsuits. 

In  summary,  I  urge  you  to  reconsider  your  priorities  and  maintain  the  balanced 
management  posture  you  have  held  for  so  many  years  by  adopting  Alternative  1. 


Sincerely, 


Charles  R.  Wilson,  Environmental  Chairman 
New  Mexico  4- Wheelers 
5  Dulce  Road 

Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87505 
Tel/Fax  505-466-2183 
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Response  to  CRW-6: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment;  your  opposition  to  Alternative  2  is  noted.  The  BLM  has  been 
emphasizing  riparian  habitat  protection  and  improvement  for  more  than  10  years.  Alternative  2  identifies 
the  improvement  and  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  associated  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitat  as  primary  objectives.  These  primary  objectives  do  not  exclude  secondary  objectives  such  as 
recreation  and  cultural  resource  management. 
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BOX  ME.  LAS  CRUCES,  NIW  MEXICO  88003<03t  ^LC'JUUERQUIl.  11  .M. 

COLLEGE  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  HOME  ECONOMICS 


January  7,  1999 

Jim  Silva 
Project  Leader 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107 


TTB-1 


Dear  Mr.  Silva, 

On  behalf  of  the  New  Mexico  Cooperative  Extension  Service  and  the  Range  Improvement  Task 
Force,  I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  Draft  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 
in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Pursuant  to  your  request  for  comments  prior  to  January  12, 
1999  and  our  mandate  to  provide  guidance  to  land  managers  in  New  Mexico,  I  ask  you  to  consider 
the  following. 

(1)  I  question  the  designation  of  Alternative  2  (Adaptive  Management  Alternative)  as 
the  Preferred  Alternative  given  the  potential  economic  impacts  to  permittees  (see 
p.  4-36)  when  it  is  explicitly  stated  in  the  Summary  (p.  S-1)  that  “each  alternative 
is  capable  of  accomplishing  the  proposed  action  of  restoring  and  protecting  riparian 
habitats  on  lands  under  BLM  jurisdiction”.  If  the  proposed  riparian  restoration  can 
be  accomplished  without  socioeconomic  impact  to  local  producers  and  economies 
with  the  Current  Management  Alternative  (see  p.  4-26),  why  not  consider  this  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Although  certain  management  adjustments  might  have  to  be 
made  to  achieve  the  proposed  riparian  restoration,  they  could  be  accomplished 
under  the  Current  Management  Alternative  without  unnecessarily  compromising 
the  socioeconomic  condition  of  local  economies.  Many  of  the  sources  you  have 
cited  contain  guidance  for  managing  livestock  and  sustaining  riparian  areas 
simultaneously  (  BLM  1997,  BLM  1999,  see  also  Elmore  and  Kauffman  1994). 

I  would  also  suggest  that  your  goals  and  objectives  could  be  accomplished  using 
controlled  grazing  systems  with  the  Current  Management  Alternative  without  going 
to  the  extra  expense  and  labor,  and  without  adversely  impacting  the  permittees  as 
would  occur  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  It  appears  that  your  Las  Cruces  Field 
Office  feels  similarly  in  that  they  have  listed  the  Current  Management  Alternative 
as  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
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Response  to  TTB-1: 

The  Adaptive  Management  Alternative  was  selected  because  it  places  emphasis  on  restoration  and 
protection  of  riparian  habitats,  while  providing  for  continuation  of  livestock  grazing  and  flexibility  for 
adjusting  management  strategy  in  response  to  changing  situations.  The  Current  Management  Alternative 
is  appropriate  for  the  Las  Cruces  Field  Office  because  the  recent  Mimbres  Resource  Management  Plan 
places  priority  on  protecting  riparian  values,  whereas  the  FEIS  supplements  the  older  Farmington 
Resource  Management  Plan  by  adding  riparian  emphasis  in  the  Adaptive  Management  Alternative. 
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(2)  I  encourage  you  to  include  in  your  final  EIS  more  detailed  descriptions  of  the 
methods  used  to  assess  riparian  area  health  and  the  sources  of  impacts.  You 
describe  light,  moderate,  and  heavy  grazing  but  make  no  attempt  to  define  these 
levels  or  the  method  of  measurement.  Is  this  purely  qualitative  or  were  actual  field 
measurements  taken?  It  would  also  be  appropriate  to  describe  in  greater  detail  the 
rating  systems  for  riparian  areas.  In  particular,  given  the  subjective  nature  of  the 
PFC  method  for  assessing  riparian  function  and  the  importance  of  having  the  most 
qualified  personnel  conduct  this  assessment,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  some 
evidence  referring  to  the  qualifications  of  the  team  that  conducted  the  assessment. 

I  also  remind  that  the  PFC  method  is  not  designed  to  be  used  along  ephemeral 
stream  systems  nor  is  it  designed  to  substitute  for  a  quantitative  monitoring  method. 
You  also  refer  to  ORV  use  and  the  presence  of  roads  but  make  no  mention  of  how 
the  effects  of  these  impacts  were  measured.  Whereas  research  on  the  impacts  of 
livestock  grazing  on  aquatic  habitats  has  been  inconclusive  (Rinne  1999)  and 
research  addressing  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  endangered  or  threatened 
species  is  incomplete,  the  scientific  literature  is  replete  with  evidence  of  the 
negative  effects  of  ORV’s  and  roads  on  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat. 

(3)  Along  similar  lines,  the  Draft  EIS  dismisses  detailed  analyses  of  recreation  use  and 
mineral  development  (to  be  read  inclusive  of  all  mining  activities  including  gravel 
mining)  as  being  necessary  despite  the  comments  received  to  this  effect  during  the 
public  scoping.  According  to  the  Draft  EIS,  these  are  not  significant  issues  as 
compared  to  livestock  grazing  (p.  2-9  and  2-10).  I  submit  that  these  uses  have 
equal  if  not  more  potential  to  affect  riparian  and  aquatic  health  than  livestock 
grazing  and  that  excluding  these  impacts  could  threaten  attempts  to  achieve  true 
riparian  and  aquatic  sustainability. 

(4)  The  Draft  EIS  also  states  that  Alternative  3  is  “a  response  to  the  conventional 
wisdom  that  domestic  livestock  grazing  is  an  inappropriate  use  of  riparian  areas  and 
should  not  be  allowed  to  occur  at  any  time”.  First,  I  question  the  term 
“conventional  wisdom”.  Will  conventional  wisdom  be  allowed  to  determine  the 
use  of  public  riparian  areas  in  favor  of  scientific  evidence?  Although  the  Draft  EIS 
goes  on  to  state  that  there  is  considerable  literature  to  support  the  contention  that 
removal  of  livestock  would  result  in  an  improvement  in  riparian  areas,  there  is  also 
considerable  literature  that  supports  closely  managed  grazing  regimes  in  favor  of 
complete  livestock  exclusion.  While  excessive  livestock  grazing  undoubtedly 
affects  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats,  eliminating  reasonable  levels  of  grazing 
probably  will  not  result  in  the  dramatic  improvements  indicated  by  the  Draft  EIS 
and  “conventional  wisdom”.  This  is  particularly  true  when,  as  in  most  cases,  there 
are  numerous  other  impacts  such  as  mining,  recreation,  ORV  use,  roads,  and 
deteriorating  upland  watershed  conditions.  A  majority  of  the  Draft  EIS  seems  to 
be  a  response  to  the  “conventional  wisdom”  and  the  lawsuit  based  on  that 
“conventional  wisdom”  that  domestic  livestock  grazing  is  inappropriate.  Why  not 
use  this  opportunity  to  embrace  scientific  evidence  and  the  exploration  of  the  true 
relationships  between  livestock  grazing  and  riparian  and  aquatic  health. 
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Response  to  TTB-2: 

The  methodology  for  conducting  PFC  analysis  described  in  BLM  TR  1737-15,  A  User  Guide  to 
Assessing  Proper  Functioning  Condition  and  the  Supporting  Science  for  Lotic  Areas  (BLM  1998),  is 
used  to  determine  the  current  functioning  condition  of  riparian  habitats  in  lotic  areas.  The  methodology 
described  in  TR  1737-1 1,  Process  for  Assessing  Proper  Functioning  Condition  for  Lentic  Riparian- 
Wetland  Areas  (BLM  1994a),  is  used  for  lentic  areas.  Members  of  BLM  interdisciplinary  teams  who 
conduct  PFC  analyses  are  trained  in  the  methodology.  Use  of  riparian  areas  by  off-highway  vehicles 
(OHVs)  for  recreation  or  other  purposes  is  considered  in  the  PFC  assessment. 

Response  to  TTB-3: 

The  potential  effects  of  mineral  development  and  recreational  activities  on  riparian  habitats  were 
considered  in  the  formative  stages  of  the  EIS  preparation,  including  public  scoping.  However,  they  were 
considered  to  be  adequately  addressed  in  current  stipulations  applying  to  those  activities. 

Response  to  TTB-4: 

The  reference  to  conventional  wisdom  relates  to  the  perception  expressed  by  a  majority  of 
commenters  in  the  public  scoping  process  that  grazing  by  domestic  livestock  is  responsible  for  the 
deterioration  of  riparian  habitats.  The  selection  of  the  Grazing  Management  Alternative  was  in  response 
to  that  observation,  although  it  was  not  the  preferred  alternative,  nor  was  it  selected  as  the  basis  for  the 
HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS).  Although  the  Grazing  Management  Alternative  would  exclude  grazing  by 
domestic  livestock  categorically  from  all  riparian  areas,  the  analysis  of  scientific  evidence  versus 
conventional  wisdom  led  to  the  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative,  which  does  provide  for  selective 
livestock  grazing. 
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(5)  Please  refer  to  my  previous  comments  (December  2,  1998)  regarding  methods  for 
monitoring  and  the  qualifications  of  the  personnel  conducting  data  collection.  The 
validity  of  the  data  and  the  collection  procedures,  regardless  of  the  alternative 
chosen,  may  be  improved  if  they  are  outlined  in  the  final  EIS  and  made  available 
to  be  commented  on  accordingly.  Also  addressed  in  my  previous  comments, 
additional  information  needs  to  be  provided  regarding  fencing  riparian  areas.  Who 
will  be  responsible  for  constructing  and  maintaining  fences?  How  will  the  width 
of  the  fenced  area  be  determined?  If  fences  are  constructed  to  provide  the  most 
rapid  restoration  of  riparian  areas,  will  they  also  exclude  large  wild  ungulates  and 
will  watering  gaps  for  wildlife  and  livestock  be  provided? 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Albuquerque  Resource  Area. 

Please  feel  free  to  call  if  I  can  be  of  any  assistance  during  the  remainder  of  the  process. 


Terrell  T.  “Red”  Baker,  Ph.D. 

Extension  Riparian  Management  Specialist 


John  Fowler,  Ph.D. 

Coordinator,  Range  Improvement  Task  Force 
Ron  Parker,  Ph.D. 

Department  Head,  Extension  Animal  Resources 
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Response  to  TTB-5: 

Monitoring  protocols  are  described  in  the  BLM  1737  TR  series,  particularly  TR  1737-6 
{Management  Techniques  in  Riparian  Areas  [BLM  1992a]),  TR  1737-7  {Procedures  for  Ecological  Site 
Inventory  -  with  Special  Reference  to  Riparian-Wetland  Sites  [BLM  1992c]),  TR  nSl-S  {Greenline 
Riparian-Wetland  Monitoring)  [BLM  1993a],  TR  1737-11  {Process  for  Assessing  Proper  Functioning 
Condition  for  Lentic  Riparian-Wetland  Areas  [BLM  1994a]),  TR  1737-12  {Using  Aerial  Photographs  to 
Assess  Proper  Functioning  Condition  of  Riparian-Wetland  Areas  [BLM  1996a]),  TR  1737-13 
{Observing  Physical  and  Biological  Change  through  Historical  Photographs  [BLM  1996b]), 

TR  1737-14  {Grazing  Management  for  Riparian-Wetland  Areas  [BLM  1997]),  andTR  1737-15  (A  User 
Guide  to  Assessing  Proper  Functioning  Condition  and  the  Supporting  Science  for  Lotic  Areas 
[BLM  1998]).  Management  fences  are  constructed  specifically  to  prevent  access  by  domestic  livestock 
yet  allow  access  by  wildlife,  including  large  ungulates.  Exclosure  fences  for  scientific  studies  are 
designed  to  prevent  or  allow  access  in  accordance  with  the  purpose  of  the  study. 
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5031  Onondaga  Rd . 

Syracuse,  New  York  13215=1403 
Jan,  7,  2000 

From:  (Ms.)  Linda  DeStefano 
To:  Pam  Herrera,  BLM  Project  Leader,  Taos,  NM  ^ 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bob  Moore,  Farmington  Project  Leader 
Bill  Merhege,.Las  Cruces  BLM 

Re:  public  comments  on  alternative  draft  management  plans  re 
'livestock*  grazing  along  riparian  habitats 

I  strongly  favor  the  choice  which  would  totally  eliminate  the 
grazing  of  'livestock*  in  riparian  areas. 


j..;. 

/  /  .  I  .  I  . «  i  :  . 


M.i^.iuUERQUE.n.M. 
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Response  to  LD-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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NEW  MEXICO  NATURAL  HISTORY  INSTITUTE 

A  Nonprofit  Corporation 

1750  Camino  Corrales 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87505-7502 


7  January  2000 


Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montafto  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

Thank  you  for  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  DEIS  “Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management."  Its  scientific  pronouncements  seem  to  be  fair  and  thorough. 

You  know  (and  you  say,  p.  4.7)  that  fencing  and  exclusion  of  livestock  Is  the  effective  means 
to  get  riparian  recovery.  We  agree  with  that,  and  therefore  favor  Alternative  3.  You  should 
too. 

Not  wanting  to  commit  to  fencing  all  riparian  areas,  you  prefer  Alternative  2  (which  is 
Alternative  1  dressed  up  with  some  pretty  language).  But  even  were  you  to  allow  livestock 
into  riparian  areas  for  a  little  dormant-season  grazing,  which  under  some  conditions  might  not 
much  harm  the  vegetation,  you  would  at  the  same  time  be  allowing  those  livestock  to  foul 
streambeds  and  to  trample  banks.  Cattle  are  the  foulers  and  tramplers  par  excellence,  much 
worse  than  sheep,  horses,  or  native  ungulates.  And  all  of  your  allotments  are  cattle 
allotments. 

So  the  time  has  come  to  declare  that  at  least  the  tiny  percentage  of  BLM  lands  that  can  grow 
riparian  vegetation  should  be  excluded  from  livestock.  Probably  lots  of  other  acres  should  be 
cattle-free  too,  but  at  least  the  riparian. 
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Response  to  RSP-1: 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine 
whether  riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the 
BLM  will  take  action  to  modify  management  of  the  allotment. 
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5031  Onondaga  Rd . 

Syracuse,  New  York  13215=1403 
Jan.  7,  2000 


From:  Richard  W.  Weiskopf,  M.D, 

To:  Pam  Herrera,  BLM  Project  Leader,  Taos,  NM  0 
Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bob  Moore,  Farmington  Project  Leader 
Bill  Merheg^,  Las  Cruces  BLM 


Re:  public  comments  on  alternative  draft  management  plans  re 
'livestock'  gra2ing  along  riparian  habitats 

I  strongly  favor  the  choice  which  would  totally  eliminate  the 
grazing  of  'livestock'  in  riparian  areas. 
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Response  to  RWW-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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January  9,  2000 

1922  E.  Orion  Street 
Tempe,  AZ  85283 


Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
BLM  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4936 


JB-l 


JB-2 


Dear  Mr.  Silva, 

I  am  writing  to  submit  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  Impact  statement 
(DEIS)  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management. 

Researchers  have  found  no  ecological  benefits  whatsoever  to  livestock  grazing 
in  the  Southwest’s  unique  and  scarce  riparian  areas  (Belsky  1999). 

Subsequently,  your  final  decision  should  include  provisions  to  restrict  cattle 
from  riparian  areas.  The  best  management  strategy  would  be  to  totally  exicude  them 
from  the  streams  altogether. 

Positive  results  have  also  been  achieved  by  winter  use  only,  whereby  the  cattle 
are  not  allowed  in  the  streams  during  the  warm  growing  season.  This  strategy, 
however,  is  not  as  good  as  total  exclusion.  It  may  still  result  in  some  overuse  of  the 
vegetation.  And  the  cattle  may  still  inflict  mechanical  damage  on  the  streambanks. 

Please  do  not  decide  to  allow  summer  grazing  in  riparian  areas  under  the 
condition  that  a  maximum  useage  standard  will  not  be  exceeded.  It  may  sound  good 
on  paper,  but  there’s  no  practical  way  to  control  cattle  use  in  riparian  areas  during 
warm  weather  as  the  cattle  naturally  want  to  congregate  there.  These  types  of 
strategies  invariably  fail  because  the  only  way  to  enforce  the  use  standard  is  to  move 
the  cattle  out  of  the  pasture  earlier  than  scheduled.  And  this  almost  never  happens  In 
the  real  world.  Besides  that,  basing  acceptable  levels  of  livestock  impact  solely  upon 
forage  useage  levels  ignores  the  mechanical  damage  inflicted  on  the  streambanks 
by  their  hooves  (Trimble  1995). 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  participate  and  please  keep  me  updated  on 
the  status  of  this  project. 

Sinc^ely, 

Jeff  Burgess 

Ph  602-417-4486  (day) 

E-mail:  jburgess@neta.com 
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Response  to  JB<1: 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation. 

Response  to  JB-2: 

Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine  whether  riparian  health  is  being 
maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the  BLM  will  take  action  to  modify 
management  of  the  allotment. 
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Jennifer  A.  Johnson 
PO  Box  63 
La  Jara^NM  87027 

January  9,  2000 


Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


CP 


— j 


I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office-New  Mexico. 


JAM 


I  feel  that  the  preferred  alternative  (U2)  would  be  useful  regarding  the  following:  the 
specific  focus  on  riparian  management,  much  needed  gathering  of  baseline  data,  the 
defining  and  developing  of  future  condition  criteria  for  individual  riparian  segments,  and 
the  broad  scope  of  management  practices  it  would  address.  Section  2.1.2  states  that  "the 
Adaptive  Management  Alternative  (preferred  alternative)  would  "seek  first  to  do  what  is 
necessary  to  ensure  the  restoration  and  protection  of  riparian  areas  and  then  to  approve 
those  other  uses  to  the  extent  that  they  are  compatible  with  the  preservation  of  riparian 
resources."  This  is  a  commendable  intent.  However,  the  procedures  as  outlined  would 
seem  to  delay  (for  data  gathering  and  analysis)  the  implementation  of  grazing 
management  actions  that  the  BLM  knows  would  almost  immediately  improve  riparian 
habitat.  Immediate  management  action  is  given  as  the  third  alternative,  which  would 
exclude  domestic  livestock  from  riparian  areas. 

Though  I  feel  exclusion  or  control  of  all  management  activities  in  riparian  areas  is 
warranted,  the  information  provided  in  Chapter  4,  leaves  no  doubt  that  historically  cattle 
alone  have  had  the  greatest  negative  impact  on  riparian  areas,  and  that  it  is  still  the  case. 
Therefore,  exclusion  of  cattle  from  riparian  areas  should  be  the  immediate  focus  of 
management.  I  understand  that  some  riparian  areas  have  been  more  impacted  than  others, 
from  various  management  activities,  and  that  blanket  exclusion  of  livestock  from  all  areas 
may  seem  prohibitively  costly.  However,  to  delay  such  management  would  only  serve  to 
cause  more  conflict,  further  degrade  riparian  areas,  and  leave  the  ecosystem  vulnerable  to 
erosion,  siltation  and  further  invasion  by  undesirable  species.  Though  blanket  exclusion 
might  prove  in  the  future  to  be  unnecessary  in  some  instances,  in  the  short  and  long  run  it 
would  probably  be  most  cost  effective. 
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Response  to  JAJ-1: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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JAJ-1 

(cont.) 


Therefore,  rather  than  endorse  either  alternative  2  or  alternative  3,  I  would  rather 
encourage  the  BLM  exclude  cattle  immediately  from  all  riparian  areas,  then  gather 
baseline  data  and  monitor  the  restoration.  I  feel  this  would  be  preferable  to  gathering 
baseline  data  while  the  system  continues  to  degrade  during  what  could  be  lengthy 
analysis  and  implementation  stages.  This,  in  fact,  would  accomplish  what  the  BLM  states 
the  preferred  alternative  would  undertake:  "seek  first  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  ensure 
the  restoration  and  protection  of  riparian  areas  and  then  to  approve  those  other  uses  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  compatible  with  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources." 

I  thank  you  for  seriously  considering  my  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Jennifer  A.  Johnson 
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Nolan  Thomas  Jones, 


Email:  tom@jratcom 


January  9, 2000 

Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
BLM  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87 1 07-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva  - 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  regarding 
Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management. 

I  am  in  favor  of  Alternative  Three  as  the  only  alternative  that  will 
promptly  remove  livestock  from  sensitive  riparian  areas  and  give  these 
places  a  chance  to  recover  on  a  timely  basis.  For  many  years,  the  BLM  has 
allowed  the  livestock  grazers  to  irresponsibly  over-graze  and  otherwise 
make  free  use  of  the  range  without  regard  for  the  environment  and  other 
users.  Only  Alternative  Three  stops  this  destruction  right  away,  rather  than 
allowing  further  degradation.  Until  ranchers  act  as  responsible  citizens,  the 
BLM  has  no  business  leasing  out  public  lands  to  them. 


Nolan  Thomas  Jones,  Jr. 
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Response  to  NTJ-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  JGP-1: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  JGP-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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NEW  MEXICO  FARM  AND  LIVESTOCK  BUREAU 

P.  O.  Box  2()0U4  •  Las  Cruces.  New  Mtxica  «K0()4  •  (.‘>05)522  4700  •  l-AX  (505)  522.471  U 


January  10,2000 


Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
Bureau  <if  Land  Managcmeni 
Albuquerque  F-'icld  Office 
435  Montafio  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87102-4935 


RE;  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the 
Farmington  Field  Oftice-New  Mexico 


JAA-1 

JAA-2 

JAA-1 

JAA-3 

JAA-4 

JAA-5 


Dear  Mr.  Silva; 

On  behalf  of  the  1 5,000  family  members  of  the  New  Mexico  Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau  1  would  like 

to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management. 

We  support  Alternative  1,  No  Action  Alternative.  To  continue  managing  BLM  lands  as  you  have 
been  doing. 

The  preferred  alternative  (2)  fells  short  of  any  specific  local  scientific  evidence  and  does  not  support 
your  rcconunendations.  The  literature  you  cited  is  not  specific,  or  up  to  date  to  that  region  or  to  any 
of  your  allotments.  Data  collected  by  your  agency  on  your  allotments  should  be  included  in  this  EIS. 

urreni  NEPA  requirements  require  you  to  show  justification  to  your  preferred  Alternatives.  You 
have  fallen  short  of  this  goal. 

We  would  encourage  you  to  continue  managing  the  riparian  areas  in  accordance  with  applicable  BLM 
guidance  with  the  objective  of  restoring  and  protecting  riparian  ecosystems  given  in  Alternative  I 

We  would  question  the  elimination  of  livestock,  grazing  in  unoccupied  flycatcher  habitat  without 
proper  documentation  that  they  are  detrimental  to  flycatcher  survival.  How  many  nesting  pairs  have 
been  reported  in  this  area? 

In  your  reference  to  the  paleontological  and  cultural  resources  within  riparian  habitats  in  the  Tao.s 
Field  Office,  we  would  recommend  that  you  follow  NEPA  policy  that  specifies  that  these  areas  be 
surveyed  and  all  data  on  these  surveys  be  included  in  any  EIS 

Wc  would  also  challenge  the  presiitnptiotis  that  you  made  In  all  the  socioeconomic  sections  in  this 
EIS.  Especially,  in  retercnce  to  the  comment  that  any  Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on 
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Response  to  JAA-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  JAA-2: 

Please  see  Tables  1.1,  3.4,  and  3.5  and  Section  3.12  in  the  DEIS  (BLM  1999)  for  specific 
information  on  each  riparian  and  wetland  area,  including  allotment  characteristics.  In  addition, 
information  developed  in  the  ongoing  allotment  management  environmental  assessments,  as  well  as  from 
the  regular  site  surveys  and  the  monitoring  specified  in  adaptive  management,  provide  continuing 
feedback  on  the  effectiveness  of  prescribed  riparian  management  actions. 

Response  to  JAA-3: 

By  definition,  no  nesting  pairs  of  southwestern  willow  flycatchers  occur  in  unoccupied  habitat. 
Under  Alternatives  1  and  2  in  the  DEIS,  use  of  riparian  areas  by  domestic  livestock  is  determined  after 
field  surveys  indicate  the  condition  and  management  requirements  of  each  riparian  area.  In  the  case  of 
southwestern  willow  flycatchers,  the  surveys  will  analyze  the  current  status  and  potential  for  recovery  of 
key  components  of  vegetation  structure  and  composition  and  how  domestic  livestock  grazing  would 
affect  these  parameters. 

Response  to  JAA-4: 

Because  management  actions  that  disturb  soil  have  not  yet  been  identified  for  any  of  the  alternatives 
presented  in  the  DEIS,  archeological  surveys  are  not  yet  required  or  appropriate.  In  the  event  that  future 
management  actions  that  would  involve  soil  disturbance  are  identified,  appropriate  cultural  clearances 
would  be  scheduled. 

Response  to  JAA-5: 

The  BLM  is  committed  to  working  with  allotment  permittees  to  address  the  need  for  adequate  water 
supplies. 
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JAA-6 

JAA-7 

JAA-8 

JAA-9 

JAA-10 

JAA-11 

JAA-12 


economcs  of  this  area.  We  would  disagree  with  you  and  state  that  an  economic  hardship  on  one 
Amenc^  Citizen  caused  by  this  EIS  is  one  to  many.  Given  that  wc  are  in  an  arid  region  and  water 
IS  very  limited,  any  prevention  of  livostock  to  riparian  areas  would  indeed  effect  the  permittee  in  a 
negative  way.  You  also  keep  referring  to  present  analysis  done  in  these  sections.  What  present 
analyses  are  you  referring  to?  Who  did  this  analysis  and  where  is  the  data  to  back  your  bold 
statements?  Wo  believe  that  these  sections  fall  short  of  NEPA  compliance  and  will  indeed  effect  the 
local  economy  more  than  you  state  and  would  request  a  more  in-depth  analysis  of  this  section 

You  mention  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  access  to  riparian  areas 
have  been  denied.  Who  will  pay  for  these  weUs  or  alternate  water  sources?  Who  will  maintain  these 

improvements?  Could  lanes  be  added  to  areas  that  arc  fenced  off  so  that  cattle  can  reach  these 
nparian  areas  to  water? 

We  would  also  like  to  know  who  will  pay  for  and  maintain  fencing  in  areas  that  it  is  required? 

Your  statements  about  livestock  grazing  and  that  competition  with  big  game  species  depends  in  part 
on  the  degree  of  overlap  and  your  comments  about  elk  and  livestock  competition,  we  feel  that  this 
data  that  you  cite  is  old  and  more  recent  data  show  an  increase  in  competition  between  the  two. 
Recent  data  also  shows  that  elk  damage  to  riparian  areas  does  occur,  even  areas  where  no  livestock 
gr^ng  has  t^cn  place  (Treadaway  ct  al,  1999).  Also,  your  statement  that  elk  avoiding  areas  devoid 
ot  vestock  ^  also  been  found  to  be  untrue,  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock  have  been  to  eat  the 
regrowth  of  herbaceous  material.  More  recent  data  is  available  to  back  all  these  statements  It  is 
your  responsibility  to  find  and  utilize  it. 

In  reference  to  your  statement  that  “The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  (NMGF)  has 
responsibility  for  managing  elk  and  has  agreed  to  regulate  wildlife  populations  on  the  public  lands 
con.si.stent  with  resource  capability.”  If  this  statement  is  true,  this  by  no  means  gives  you  the  right  to 
avoid  addressing  elk  problems  on  your  allotments.  The  NMGF  cannot  even  give  an  accurate  count 
of  the  number  of  elk  in  the  state  (estimates  range  from  50k  to  1 20k),  much  less  manage  them 
properly.  You  have  an  obligation  to  the  public  to  manage  these  lands  in  accordance  with  the  Jaw. 
Just  because  NMOF  has  the  responsibility  to  manage  these  herds  does  not  give  you  the  right  to 
neglect  managing  the  land  to  your  best  capabilities.  With  the  increase  in  the  number  of  elk  in  these 
areas  and  the  amount  of  forage  they  utilize  on  BLM  managed  land,  this  issue  needs  to  be  addressed 
in  this  EJS.  Assess  the  environment,  like  this  EIS  is  suppose  to  do. 


You  mention  controlling  and  decreasing  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  groves.  What  has  been  done  up 
to  this  time  to  do  this  type  of  management?  Given  that  most  treatments  would  be  mechanical  and 
mechanical  means  would  change  the  environment,  how  will  you  mitigate  these  areas  in  this  EIS?  It 
is  our  understanding  that  if  you  are  managing  for  flycatchers  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  has 
determined  that  saltcedar  stands  will  be  protected  habitat.  How  docs  this  conflict  with  your 
management  strategies? 

We  would  show  our  support  for  Alternative  1,  the  No  Action  Alternative.  As  slated  in  this  EIS, 
Although  it  is  clear  that  livestock  grazing  can  be  detrimental  to  riparian  vegetation,  current  grazing 
practices  enacted  after  the  passage  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  J934  have  lessened  the  adverse 
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Response  to  JAA-6: 

The  alternatives  presented  do  not  restrict  specific  economic  activity  but  rather  seek  to  manage 
riparian  systems  to  restore  and  protect  riparian  habitat  on  the  basis  of  current  legal  and  regulatory 
authority.  In  addition,  because  specific  economic  activities  are  not  restricted  but  managed  to  protect 
sensitive  riparian  habitats,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  quantify  economic  impact  in  a  meaningful  way. 

Response  to  JAA-7: 

When  necessary,  the  BLM  provides  alternative  livestock  watering  sources  when  an  existing  base 
water  source  is  fenced  to  exclude  its  use.  For  example,  a  spring  box,  pipeline,  and  water  trough  system  is 
used  to  provide  a  water  source  away  from  the  fenced  spring  area.  If  alternative  watering  sources  cannot 
be  developed,  water  gaps  may  be  created  to  give  livestock  limited  access  to  the  stream. 

Response  to  JAA-8: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  JAA-9: 

The  PFC  surveys  and  monitoring  actions  that  are  presented  in  the  HMP  (Volume  2 
be  implemented  to  collect  more  information  on  elk  use  in  the  riparian  areas.  If  required, 
actions  will  be  implemented. 

Response  to  JAA-10: 

The  PFC  surveys  and  monitoring  actions  that  are  presented  in  the  HMP  (Volume  2 
be  implemented  to  collect  more  information  on  elk  use  in  the  riparian  areas.  If  required, 
actions  will  be  implemented. 

Response  to  JAA-11: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  JAA-12: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  opposition  to  Alternative  2  is  noted. 


of  the  FEIS)  will 
elk  management 


of  the  FEIS)  will 
elk  management 
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JAA-13 


unpacts  si^ificantly.”  Given  this  statement  wc  would  encourage  you  to  work  with  the  permittee  and 
find  a  feasible  solution  to  proteaing  riparian  areas.  Alternative  2,  the  Preterred  Alternative  would 
put  too  many  people  out  of  business,  therefore  we  oppose  this  Alternative. 

We  are  concerned  with  the  lack  of  adequate  data  in  this  EIS  and  its  effects  to  the  local  culture  and 
communities.  We  are  also  concerned  that  this  rush  to  do  this  is  because  of  pressure  from 

environmental  groups  whose  sole  mission  is  to  eliminate  livestock  grafting  in  the  Western  United 
States. 

We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  response  to  our  concerns. 


Sincerely, 


Joel  A.  Alderetc 

Regional  Director 

NM  Farm  and  Livestock  Oureau 


Cc:  NM  Congressional  Delegation 

Governor  Gary  Johnson 
Lt.  Governor  Walter  Bradley 


JAA-12 

(cont.) 
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Response  to  JAA-13: 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  BLM  to  improve  the  health  of  the  land,  not  to  stop  livestock  grazing  on  public 
lands  or  put  anyone  out  of  business.  The  BLM  has  conducted  an  open  public  process  in  the  preparation 
of  the  DEIS  and  the  FEIS  that  meets  or  exceeds  all  NEPA  requirements.  The  BLM  has  not  committed  to 
a  management  strategy  or  alternative  for  the  HMP  on  the  basis  of  the  requests  of  one  or  a  few 
organizations  or  members  of  the  public. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd9$w-cBnter.org>  on  01/10/2000  09:08:44  PU 


To  9is9sw-cenler.or9,j$ilva 

cc;  (bcc:  JatnosSIlva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


Name:  David  Bectelsen 
Address;  2S0]  E.  Blacklidge  Dr. 

City;  Tucson 
State;  AZ 
Zip;  fl5716 
Phone:  520-J24-O1BS 

Subject;  Comments  for  DEIS  Cor  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments;  As  a  Dispersed  Recreation  representative  on  the  Arizona  Resource  Advisory  Council,  I  would  like  to  make  the 
following  comments  below  rogatding  the  management  o£  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and  will  only  receive  little 
improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The  main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our  precious 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of  ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all  these  areas  and  provide  the 
quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery.  I  do  believe  that  envirenmentaliy-sound  ranching  can  occur  on  public  lands,  but  this 
can  only  occur  if  riparian  areas  are  protected. 


Remote.Addr:  fil.ll.l42.2Sl 

HTTP_User_Agent:  MoziUa/4.0  (compatible;  MSIE  5.0;  MSN  2.5;  Windows  98;  DigEjtt;  webCOMBO) 
HTTP.Referer:  http: //www, sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 
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Response  to  DB-1; 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine 
whether  riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the 
BLM  will  take  action  to  modify  management  of  the  allotment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted; 
see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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January  10,  2000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 

Attention:  Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 


00  J/ir.i  2 ; 


iiSil-'-i' 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DEIS  FOR  RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  ALBUQUERQUE  FIELD  OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  I  have,  as  President,  prepared  these  comments  on  behalf  of  theSandia  Jeep 
Club  (SJC),  a  Santa  Fe  area-based  organization  promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four- 
wheel  drive  vehicles. SJC ’s  members  make  extensive  recreational  use  of  lands 
administered  by  your  office  and  are  very  concerned  about  the  direction  the  preferred 
alternative  is  taking. 

In  reviewing  the  DEIS,  I  have  found  your  proposed  approach  to  managing  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  to  be  unacceptable  and  irresponsible.  I  regret  having  come  to  this 
conclusion  because  SJC  members  have  worked  with  BLM  staff  to  promote  balanced, 
multi-purpose  use  of  our  public  lands  and  have  found  those  staff  members  to  be  both 
knowledgeable  and  responsible  people.  My  conclusions  stem  not  only  from  my  concern 
for  preserving  primitive  roaded  recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands  but  also  from 
my  concern  that  public  lands  should  continue  to  be  managed  in  a  manner  that  considers 
all  needs.  For  these  reasons,  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club  supports  the  balanced  approach  to 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  provided  by  your  current  program,  which  has 
been  identified,  inappropriately,  as  the  “no-action  alternative.” 

The  specific  reasons  for  my  conclusions  are  summarized  as  follows. 

Single-Minded  Purpose  of  Preferred  Alternative  2  Ignores  Common  Sense  and 
Good  Management  Practice.  As  stated  on  p.  2-3  of  the  DEIS,  “...  the  Adaptive 
Management  Alternative  seeks  first  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  restoration  and 
protection  of  riparian  areas  and  then  to  approve  those  other  uses  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
compatible  with  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources.”  The  preferred  alternative 
subrogates  a//  other  uses  to  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources.  This  is  blind, 
unbalanced  management,  in  fact  it  isn’t  management  at  all.  Although  riparian  habitat  is 
certainly  important,  circumstances  will  undoubtedly  arise  where  the  need  to  preserve 
riparian  resources  must  be  weighed  against  other  important  and  legitimate  needs  such  as 
prehistoric  and  historic  resource  preservation,  recreation  and  facility  development,  and 
public  access.  It  is  not  good  management  practice  to  bind  your  hands  with  a  policy  that 
keeps  you  from  weighing  the  multitude  of  needs  on  their  own  merits  and  coming  to 
management  decisions  that  make  sense.  Riparian  resource  preservation  will  not  always  be 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  SC-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is 
presented  as  Alternative  1  in  the  DEIS  and  represents  the  continuation  of  current  management 
(i.e.,  taking  no  management  actions  that  have  not  already  been  established  under  the  BLM’s  current 
program). 

Response  to  SC-2: 

Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  does  not  exclude  other  management  activities  in  riparian 
areas.  Alternative  2  identifies  the  improvement  and  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  associated 
threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat  as  primary  objectives.  These  primary  objectives  do  not 
exclude  secondary  objectives  such  as  recreation  or  cultural  resource  management. 
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SC-3 


SC-4 


SC-5 


the  best  and  highest  management  objective  at  all  riparian  locations.  Alternative  2  does 
not  make  good  management  sense  and  should  be  rejected. 

Alternative  3  Grazing  Management  also  Ignores  Good  Management  Practice  and 
Common  Sense.  As  stated  on  p.  2-1 1  of  the  DEIS,  “Under  the  Grazing  Management 
Alternative,  the  BLM  would  exclude  domestic  livestock  use  in  riparian  areas  ...”  The 
blanket  elimination  of  grazing,  or  any  other  legitimate  use  of  public  lands,  without  due 
consideration  of  all  site-specific  conditions  and  mitigation  measures  is  also  blind, 
unbalanced  management.  Again,  it  is  not  good  management  practice  nor  the  best  and 
highest  use  of  public  lands  to  adopt  a  policy  that  constrains  the  BLM  from  making 
decisions  based  on  the  merits  of  each  situation.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  grazing  would 
be  compatible  with  riparian  protection  in  many  areas,  as  illustrated  in  my  next  comment. 
Alternative  3  does  not  make  good  management  sense  and  should  also  be  rejected. 

Other  Uses  are  Compatible  with  Good  Riparian  Management.  Table  1.1  of  the  DEIS 
provides  a  summary  of  Albuquerque  Field  Office  riparian  areas,  their  current  use,  and 
their  known  condition.  Returning  riparian  areas  to  the  PFC  (Proper  Functioning 
Condition)  state  is  indicated  in  the  DEIS  as  the  ultimate  objective  of  BLM’s  management 
plans.  Although  grazing  is  currently  excluded  from  the  four  riparian  areas  stated  in  the 
table  as  currently  in  the  desired  proper  functioning  condition,  in  the  BLM  Farmington 
District  nearly  one-third  of  the  properly  functioning  wetlands  are  currently  experiencing 
grazing.  This  strongly  indicates  that  good  riparian  management  and  grazing  are  not 
incompatible  if  properly  managed.  Although  only  grazing  use  was  mentioned  in  the  table, 
in  the  area  administered  by  the  Taos  Field  Office  two  out  of  the  four  properly  functioning 
riparian  areas  were  identified  as  also  having  OHV  use.  Again,  this  data  indicates  that 
good  riparian  management  and  OHV  use  are  not  incompatible  if  properly  managed.  It  is 
clear  that  other  uses  such  as  grazing,  OHV  use,  hiking,  and  fishing  can  be  compatible 
with  a  properly  functioning  riparian  area  and  should  not  be  automatically  excluded. 
Options  such  as  Alternative  3  that  automatically  brand  a  certain  use  as  incompatible 
should  not  even  be  considered.  In  fact.  Table  1.1  provides  good  evidence  that  Alternative 
3,  or  any  other  alternative  that  promotes  a  blanket  ban  on  a  particular  activity,  is 
completely  inappropriate.  The  BLM  is  self-identified  as  a  management  agency.  There  are 
many  legitimate  uses  of  public  lands  and  the  first  management  reaction  to  a  problem 
should  be  to  seek  mitigation,  not  closure. 

Allocation  of  Funding  as  First  Priority.  By  assigning  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office’s 
highest  priority  as  protecting  and  restoring  riparian  areas  as  indicated  on  p.  2-3  under  the 
preferred  alternative,  it  follows  that  other  legitimate  needs  and  uses  of  public  lands 
managed  by  your  office  would  suffer  from  a  significant  lack  of  funding  while  riparian 
management  was  vigorously  pursued.  This  is  not  a  good  management  policy  because 
many  of  your  other  important  programs,  such  as  biodiversity  enhancement  and  T&E 
species  protection  in  non-riparian  areas,  would  unduly  suffer.  It  should  be  clear  that  there 
are  many  important  issues  that  need  attention  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM, 
not  just  riparian  habitat  protection.  It  is  suggested  on  p.  S-1  in  your  summary  statements 
that  part  of  the  legal  objection  to  your  current  riparian  management  approach  was  that 
you  have  been  proceeding  too  slowly  due  to  a  lack  of  funding.  I  submit  that  if  riparian 


1-138 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  SC-3: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  addresses  public  input  and  issue 
identification  received  by  the  BLM  during  the  scoping  process. 

Response  to  SC-4: 

Except  for  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  current  or  future  allowed  activities  or  actions  (e.g., 
recreation  or  grazing)  will  be  based  on  the  site-specific  requirements  or  management  needs  of  individual 
riparian  areas. 

Response  to  SC-5: 

Developing  budget  priorities  has  and  will  continue  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private 
organizations.  The  BLM  does  not  view  the  funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that 
deprives  other  field  office  activities  of  adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the 
documentation  needed  to  assist  in  developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 
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protection  on  public  lands  was  of  overriding  interest  compared  to  all  other  uses  for  a 
majority  of  the  American  people,  the  funding  needed  to  provide  that  protection  would 
have  been  there  for  you.  The  fact  that  it  was  not  indicates  that  the  criticality  you  attribute 
to  riparian  protection  in  preferred  Alternative  2  does  not  reflect  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  Americans  but  only  of  the  relatively  small  group  that  filed  the  lawsuit.  The 
best  use  of  your  limited  funds  is  to  continue  with  what  you  should  be  doing:  provide 
balanced  support  for  all  legitimate  uses  of  the  lands  you  manage. 

Not  a  Good  Precedent  to  Set  in  Responding  to  a  Lawsuit.  It  is  clear  that  riparian  area 
protection  is  receiving  the  current  high  level  of  attention  in  response  tospecial  interest 
litigation.  Your  reaction  has  been  to  satisfy  that  challenge  by  making  riparian  area 
protection  superior  to  all  other  needs  for  management  of  public  lands.  Suppose  the 
Middle  Rio  Grande  Pueblos  filed  a  lawsuit  contending  that  your  protection  of  their 
ancestral  sites  was  not  being  pursued  with  sufficient  vigor.  Would  you  then  turn  around 
and  make  protection  of  prehistoric  and  historic  resources  your  number  one  priority  You 
are  not  setting  a  good  precedent  in  responding  to  the  riparian  habitat  lawsuit  in  the 
manner  proposed  in  the  DEIS.  As  a  citizen,  I  believe  that  adopting  Alternative  2  would 
be  a  serious  overreaction  to  the  riparian  protection  lawsuit  and  a  terrible  precedent  to  set 
in  responding  to  future  lawsuits. 

In  summary,  I  urge  you  to  reconsider  your  priorities  and  maintain  the  balanced 
management  posture  you  have  held  for  so  many  years  by  adopting  Alternative  1.  As 
always,  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club  looks  forward  to  working  with  your  office  in  the  future. 


Sincerely, 

(2^  ^  — 

^^Sam  C  de  Baca,  President 
Sandia  Jeep  Club 
PO  Box  29444 
Santa  Fe,  NM  87592-9444 
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Response  to  SC-6: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  opposition  to  Alternative  2  is  noted.  The  BLM  has  been 
emphasizing  riparian  habitat  protection  and  improvement  for  more  than  10  years.  Alternative  2  identifies 
the  improvement  and  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  associated  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitat  as  primary  objectives.  These  primary  objectives  do  not  exclude  secondary  objectives  such  as 
recreation  or  cultural  resource  management. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 


00  FEB  -  ■ 


TCD-l 


TCD-2 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  TAOS  FIELD 
OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  a  member  of  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club,  a  Santa  Fe-based  organization 
promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles,  I  am  deeply  concerned  about 
the  management  direction  this  document  promotes.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  should 
place  riparian  habitat  protection  above  all  other  needs  when  managing  our  public  lands. 
The  BLM  should  instead  manage  the  land  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  all  users, 
emphasizing  balanced  multiple  use  objectives  as  it  has  in  the  past.  Where  uses  conflict, 
an  effort  should  first  be  made  to  seek  effective  mitigating  measures  rather  than  to 
summarily  exclude  one  use  in  favor  of  another  or  identify  one  use  as  universally  more 
important  than  another. 

I  support  your  current  program,  expressed  as  Alternative  1,  because  it  provides  a  more 
balanced  approach  to  resolving  management  issues.  Alternative  2  places  riparian  habitat 
protection  above  all  other  uses,  which  is  wrong.  Alternative  3  would  summarily  exclude 
all  cattle  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  which  is  also  wrong  because  it  provides  no  allowance 
for  mitigating  measures  and  site-specific  conditions. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  abandon  Alternative  2  and  adopt  Alternative  1  as  your  preferred 
approach  to  protecting  riparian  areas. 


Sincerely, 
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Response  to  TCD-1: 

The  BLM  generally  agrees  with  your  comment.  The  BLM  does  not  place  one  interest  over  another 
but  merely  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public  land 
management.  The  HMP  reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  harmony  among  the  multiple  users  (e.g., 
ranchers)  who  depend  on  the  BLM  land  and  its  natural  resources.  Laws  such  as  the  ESA  require  the  BLM 
to  take  certain  actions  to  protect  the  environment.  These  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA. 

Response  to  TCD-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 


1-143 


CHAPTER  1 


JC-1 


Public  CorruTwnt  <swcbdOtw-canter.ofo>  on  01/10/2000  07;Sa:32  PM 


Ta  gisOsw-center.org,  Isilva 

cc;  (bcc:  James  SHva/AUFO/NM«LM/DOI) 

Subject:  Comments  D6IS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HabMat 


Name:  James  Clark 

Address:  1112  Cainlno  De  La  Sierra 

City:  Albq. 

State:  NH 
Zip:  67111 
Phone:  N/A 

Subject:  Conaants  Cor  DEIS  for  Eiparlan  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments:  Pleas  accept  my  conaants  below  regarding  Che  nanagemenc  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  described  in  Che  Draft 
EIS: 

The  DEIS  states  Chat  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition  and  will  only  receive  ‘little 
improvement’  by  the  preferred  alternative. 

I  urge  you  to  choose  en  alternative  that  will  lead  Co  the  impcovesMnt  of  riparian  habitats,  which  ara  crucial  to 
the  healthy  of  biodiversity  in  this  region.  Many  studies  have  shown  a  strong  correlation  between  cattle  grazing  and  the 
degracion  of  these  sensitive  riparian  areas. 

It  is  tine  that  we  remove  cattle  from  these  areas,  so  that  they  can  recover  and  provide  healthy  habitat  for  native 
species:  not  the  domesticated  bovine. 

The  cumulative  damage  caused  by  cattle  In  our  riparian  ecosystems  has  taken  a  coll  on  the  integrity  of  these 
ecosystems,  while  providing  little  or  no  benefit  to  the  larger  public  (99%  of  which  ara  not  ranchers)  to  whom  this  lands  also 
belong.  As  a  member  of  this  larger  public, 

I  want  to  see  native  species  thriving  in  these  ecosystems,  not  exotic,  destructive  cattle. 

Please  select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  ranoval  of  livestock  from  all  t))e8e  areas  and  provide 
the  quickest  and  most  bsneflclal  recovery  to  the  life-lines  of  New  Mexico:  our  streams  and  rivers. 


RenoCe_Addr:  152 . 163 . 19S. 184 

UTTP_U3er_AgenC:  Mozllla/4.0  (compatible;  HSIE  4.01;  AOL  4.0;  Windows  96) 
HTTPlReferer:  http://www.8w-center.org/awclxl/activisc/blinalb.html 
))TTP^From:  (null) 
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Response  to  JC-1: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  BLM 
public  land,  most  of  which  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on 
productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where  current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving 
the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with 
achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3 
is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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New  Mexico  Cattle  Growers'  Association 

2231  RIO  GRANDE  BLVD.,  N.W.  •  ALBUQUERQUE.  NEW  MEXICO  87104 
RO.  BOX  7517  •  ALBUQUERQUE.  NEW  MEXICO  87194 
TELEPHONE  (505)  247-0584  •  FAX  (505)  842-1766  •  E-MAIL  f^CGA@RT66.COM 

C  ,  ^ 

t.  •' 

uZ 

V'. 


Jim  Silva.  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque.  NM  87107-4935 


RE;  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


CCa-1 


CCa-2 


CCa-3 


CCa-4 


On  behalf  of  the  New  Mexico  Cattle  Growers  Association  (NMCGA)  and  its  membership,  I  am 
writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS). 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no 
changes  from  current  management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
that  was  used  in  this  document. 

Many  members  of  the  NMCGA  are  also  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area.  Although  they 
will  be  affected  by  the  changes  proposed  in  this  draft  EIS.  they  did  not  receive  a  copy  of  the 
document.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review  and  comment  on  the  document, 
since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the  decision  made,  Since  this 
document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from  affected  interests 
is  even  more  important,  I  would  like  to  request  a  eO-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to 
allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate  in  the  process. 

The  NMCGA  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive 
management,  or  any  other  alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and 
livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who  depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods. 
The  NMCGA  supports  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

The  NMCGA  can  see  and  concurs  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However, 
managing  everything  towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health 
of  the  riparian  areas  without  considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem? 
Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one  single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since 
current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian  areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is 
already  working?  Page  S-2 
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Response  to  CCa-1: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  CCa-2: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  CCa-3: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  CCa-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 
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CCa-5 


CCa-6 


CCa-7 


CCa-8 


CCa-9 


CCa-10 


CCa-11 


of  the  draft  EIS,  states  "...riparian  habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large 
amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM."  How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the 
health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can 
develop.  For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt 
cedar,  to  improve  riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt  cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  We  do  have  some 
additional,  specific  concerns,  which  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage 
for  different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced 
approach,  where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1.  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds 
in  the  state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal 
action  that  requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed. 
Additionally,  any  use  of  the  CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the 
lawsuit  filed  against  its  implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming 
Association  of  Conservation  Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US 
Department  of  Agriculture,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior 
regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy.  NMCGA  is  a  co-plaintiff  in  this  lawsuit. 

2.  We  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft 
EIS  that  any  Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You 
are  not  taking  into  account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The 
Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value  in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action 
on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office,  which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis, 
because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not  look  at  the  effects  to 
individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural  families 
impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are 
required?  Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and 
upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  The  NMCGA  does  not  disagree  that 
historic  overgrazing  may  have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other 
areas  in  the  state.  However,  that  damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  We  feel  that  today’s 
livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage  their  operations  more 
scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s  emphasis  on  the 
problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  NMCGA  disagrees  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between 
big  game  species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although 
studies  conducted  in  1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is 
available.  The  entire  concept  of  using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select 
what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why  would  you  base  management  decisions  on 
Information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer  data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows 
that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and  domestic  livestock  has  increased 
substantially.  The  statement  "some  studies  have  shown  that  big  game  prefer  pastures 
devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock  graze  to  eat  the 
regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 
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Response  to  CCa-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas. 

In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat,  saltcedar  (or  other  exotic 
species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no  net  loss  of  habitat  will 
occur. 

Response  to  CCa-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  CCa-7: 

The  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring 
information  that  was  referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition 
of  New  Mexico  watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 

Response  to  CCa-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  CCa-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  usually  done  for  range  improvement.  In  general,  the 
BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences  within  the 
allotments. 
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Response  to  CCa-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land,  most  of  which  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  CCa-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 


1-151 


CHAPTER  1 


CCa-12 


CCa-13 


CCa-14 


CCa-15 


6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where 
livestock  and  wildlife's  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to 
water  rights?  Is  this  not  a  “taking"  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells 
and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources  to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been 
offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these  areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be 
improved  if  the  impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been 
analyzed?  Will  hunting  and  fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep 
recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the 
results?  What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be 
mitigated?  Given  the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be 
enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 
this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact 
on  livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations 
that  represent  those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Caren  Cowan 
Executive  Secretary 

Cc:  New  Mexico  Congressional  Delegation 

Governor  Gary  Johnson 
Lt.  Governor  Walter  Bradley 
Michelle  Chavez,  State  BLM  Director 
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Response  to  CCa-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 

Response  to  CCa-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  established  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also 
take  into  account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the 
public  land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CCa-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  CCa-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM, 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-conler.org>  on  01/10/2000  01:20:12  PM 


To:  gis@3w-cenler.org.  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


Name:  Jim  Dawson 

Address:  080  Division  St.  NW 

City:  Olympia 

State:  WA 

Zip;  98S02 

Phone:  360-705-9812 

Subject;  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments;  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition 
and  will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our 
precious  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of 
ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from 
all  these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

This  is  the  very  least  the  Federal  Government  can  do.  I  firmly  believe  all  commercial  grazinc 
logging,  mining,  and  other  destructive  activities  need  to  be  ended  immediately  on  all  Federal 
public  lands.  While  I  understand  the  importance  of  many  of  these  resources  to  our  nation. 

The  misuse  and  abuse  that  has  occurred  in  the  past  century  warrants  an  end  to  all  of  these 
destructive  policies.  The  stability  of  our  economy  and  way  of  life  depend  on  it. 


Remote^Addr:  216.174.207.201 
HTTP_User_Agent :  Mozilla/4.7  (enl  IWin9S:  I) 

HTTP_Referer :  http; //www. sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_From:  (null  I 
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Response  to  JD-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 

Response  to  JD-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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January  10,  2000 

Jim  Silva 
project  Leader 

BLM,  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,NE 
Albuquerque, NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

The  Southwest  Center  for  Biological  Diversity  asked  me  to 
send  you  a  postcard  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management.  Since  l 
know  very  little  about  the  subject,  I  thought  that  I  would  write 

you  a  letter  instead.  ^  ^ 

The  impact  of  cattle  grazing  on  habitat  in  the  West  has  been 
well  documented.  This  impact  is  obviously  detrimental  and  is  not 
offset  by  the  physical  changes  which  ranchers  make  to  the  habi- 

In  my  opinion,  all  impacts,  both  economic  and  physical,  of 
cattle  grazing  must  be  considered  in  deciding  what  course  of 
action  to  take  in  the  future  regarding  this  issue.  The  federal 
government  should  neither  be  in  the  business  of  financially 
subsidizing  cattle  grazing  nor  in  allowing  it  to  degrade  natural 
habitat.  If  ranchers  wish  to  raise  cattle,  they  can  do  so  on 
private  property,  not  public  land. 

If,  as  the  Southwest  Center  has  told  me,  alternative  three 
of  the  DEIS  "will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from  all 
these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recov¬ 
ery"  of  the  habitat  involved,  that  is  the  option  I  support.  I  eat 
meat,  but  I  know  that  we  must  stop  the  government  subsidies  of 
the  cattle  grazing  industry  which  costs  us  both  money  as  well  as 
natural  resources . 


Sincerely 


David  Devine  o 
1705  E.  Water  Street  ^ 
Tucson, AZ  85719 
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Response  to  DD-1: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  DD-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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org>  on  01/10/2000  02;S0:38  PM 


To  gleO  sw^Bnler.o(g,  jsiiva 

cc:  (bcc;  James  SHva/AUFCVNM/BLM/DOl) 

Subteci:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


SF-1 


SF-2 


Nene:  SttCin  Fueqi 
Address;  PO  Box  71 
City:  Gila 
State:  NM 
7.ip:  S8038 
Phone:  S055352280 

Subject;  Convnents  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Convments!  Pleaae  accept  my  comenta  below  regarding  the  nanagaawnt  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  tha  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degradtd  condition 
and  will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternetivs.  The 
main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  theae  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our 
precious  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of 
ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BIM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Selsct  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from 
all  these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  moat  benaticial  recovery. 


I  own  a  farm  in  Gila,  NH  and  spent  a  lot  of  time  on  public  lands  in  Southwest  NN.  so  I  se 
degradation  caused  by  cattle  firsthand.  My  farm  does  not  take  government  subsidies.  We  operate  on  our  own.  it's  tine  for 
^ranchers  to  do  the  same,  and  it's  tiM  to  get  the  cows  off  our  rivers  and  streams,  if  they  own  the  land  they  graze,  fine 
But  I  don't  want  their  cows  on  public  lands  at  taxpayer  expense  any  more.  Thank  you.  ^  ^ 


see  the  cumgs  and 


Hemoto_Addr;  12. 2B. 65. 208 

HTTP_Os#r_Agent:  MoziUa/4.7  (Macintosh!  U;  PPC) 

HTTP.Referer:  http://www.8w-center.org/swcbd/activi8t/blTfialb.html 
HTTP_Fron:  (null) 
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Response  to  SF-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
Response  to  SF-2; 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 


1-159 


CHAPTER  1 


Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-center.org>  on  01/10/2000  02:03:51  PM 


To:  gl3@sw-center.org,  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject;  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


WH-1 


WH-2 


Ncune :  Warren  Harkey 
Address;  3201  Bowman 
City:  Las  Cruces 
State:  NM 
Zip:  88005 
Phone;  523-0562 

Subject:  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments:  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 

aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition 
and  will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our 
precious  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of 
ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from 
all  these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

The  southwestern  part  of  the  state  has  been  literally  raped  by  cattle  grazing 
over  the  last  century.  Every  natural  spring  in  this  part  of  the  state,  and  I  have  been 
to  most  of  them  on  BLM  and  US  forest  land,  has  been  literally  covered  with  cow 
manure  for  as  long  as  I  can  remember. 

Warren  Harkey 


Remote_Addr:  216.234.196.12 
HTTP^User_Agent ;  Mozilla/4.7  [en]  (WinNT;  I) 

HTTP_Ref erer :  http : //www. sw-center . org/swchd/activis t /blmalb . html 
Hl“rp_From:  (null) 
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Response  to  WH-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 

Response  to  WH-2: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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January  10,  2000 

ooJAi:  I'l  P- ' ' 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  •^LBUv.'.UtRQUE.  M  .t' 

Albuquerque  Field  Office 

435  Montano  Road  NE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  TAOS  FIELD 
OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  a  member  of  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club,  a  Santa  Fe-based  organization 
promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles,  I  am  deeply  concerned  about 
the  management  direction  this  document  promotes.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  should 
place  riparian  habitat  protection  above  all  other  needs  when  managing  our  public  lands. 
The  BLM  should  instead  manage  the  land  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  all  users, 
emphasizing  balanced  multiple  use  objectives  as  it  has  in  the  past.  Where  uses  conflict, 
an  effort  should  first  be  made  to  seek  effective  mitigating  measures  rather  than  to 
summarily  exclude  one  use  in  favor  of  another  or  identify  one  use  as  universally  more 
important  than  another. 

I  support  your  current  program,  expressed  as  Alternative  1,  because  it  provides  a  more 
balanced  approach  to  resolving  management  issues.  Alternative  2  places  riparian  habitat 
protection  above  all  other  uses,  which  is  wrong.  Alternative  3  would  summarily  exclude 
all  cattle  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  which  is  also  wrong  because  it  provides  no  allowance 
for  mitigating  measures  and  site-specific  conditions. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  abandon  Alternative  2  and  adopt  Alternative  1  as  your  preferred 
approach  to  protecting  riparian  areas. 

Sincerely, 

^  9?6f.  -nvt 

1%,  nJ  /V] 

^1501 
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Response  to  TH-1: 

The  BLM  generally  agrees  with  your  comment.  The  BLM  does  not  place  one  interest  over  another 
but  merely  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public  land 
management.  The  HMP  reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  harmony  among  the  multiple  users  (e.g., 
ranchers)  who  depend  on  the  BLM  land  and  its  natural  resources.  Laws  such  as  the  ESA  require  the  BLM 
to  take  certain  actions  to  protect  the  environment.  These  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA. 

Response  to  TH-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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January  10, 2000 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Albuquerque  Field  Office 

435  Montano  Road  NE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  TAOS  FIELD 
OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  a  member  of  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club,  a  Santa  Fe-based  organization 
promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles,  I  am  deeply  concerned  about 
the  management  direction  this  document  promotes.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  should 
place  riparian  habitat  protection  above  all  other  needs  when  managing  our  public  lands. 
The  BLM  should  instead  manage  the  land  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  all  users, 
emphasizing  balanced  multiple  use  objectives  as  it  has  in  the  past.  Where  uses  conflict, 
an  effort  should  first  be  made  to  seek  effective  mitigating  measures  rather  than  to 
summarily  exclude  one  use  in  favor  of  another  or  identify  one  use  as  universally  more 
important  than  another. 

I  support  your  current  program,  expressed  as  Alternative  1,  because  it  provides  a  more 
balanced  approach  to  resolving  management  issues.  Alternative  2  places  riparian  habitat 
protection  above  all  other  uses,  which  is  wrong.  Alternative  3  would  summarily  exclude 
all  cattle  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  which  is  also  wrong  because  it  provides  no  allowance 
for  mitigating  measures  and  site-specific  conditions. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  abandon  Alternative  2  and  adopt  Alternative  1  as  your  preferred 
approach  to  protecting  riparian  areas. 


Sincerely, 
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Response  to  SH-1: 

The  BLM  generally  agrees  with  your  comment.  The  BLM  does  not  place  one  interest  over  another 
but  merely  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public  land 
management.  The  HMP  reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  harmony  among  the  multiple  users  (e.g., 
ranchers)  who  depend  on  the  BLM  land  and  its  natural  resources.  Laws  such  as  the  ESA  require  the  BLM 
to  take  certain  actions  to  protect  the  environment.  These  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA. 

Response  to  SH-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 


1-165 


CHAPTER  1 


SRL-1 


SRL-2 


January  10,  2000 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 


mMl  13  '3  - 

ALBUQUERQUE.  N.M. 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  TAOS  FIELD 
OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  a  member  of  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club,  a  Santa  Fe-based  organization 
promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles,  I  am  deeply  concerned  about 
the  management  direction  this  document  promotes.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  should 
place  riparian  habitat  protection  above  all  other  needs  when  managing  our  public  lands. 
The  BLM  should  instead  manage  the  land  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  all  users, 
emphasizing  balanced  multiple  use  objectives  as  it  has  in  the  past.  Where  uses  conflict, 
an  effort  should  first  be  made  to  seek  effective  mitigating  measures  rather  than  to 
summarily  exclude  one  use  in  favor  of  another  or  identify  one  use  as  universally  more 
important  than  another. 

I  support  your  current  program,  expressed  as  Alternative  1,  because  it  provides  a  more 
balanced  approach  to  resolving  management  issues.  Alternative  2  places  riparian  habitat 
protection  above  all  other  uses,  which  is  wrong.  Alternative  3  would  summarily  exclude 
all  cattle  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  which  is  also  wrong  because  it  provides  no  allowance 
for  mitigating  measures  and  site-specific  conditions. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  abandon  Alternative  2  and  adopt  Alternative  1  as  your  preferred 
approach  to  protecting  riparian  areas. 

Sincerely, 
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Response  to  SRL-1: 

The  BLM  generally  agrees  with  your  comment.  The  BLM  does  not  place  one  interest  over  another 
but  merely  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public  land 
management.  The  HMP  reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  harmony  among  the  multiple  users  (e.g., 
ranchers)  who  depend  on  the  BLM  land  and  its  natural  resources.  Laws  such  as  the  ESA  require  the  BLM 
to  take  certain  actions  to  protect  the  environment.  These  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA. 

Response  to  SRL-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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Sustainable  Agriculture 
Protecting  The  Environment 
A  All  Its  Creatures 


New  Mexico  Wool  Growers,  Inc. 

223 1  Rio  Grande  N  W  -  P.O.  Box  7520 

Albuquerque,  NM  87194 

Phone:  (505)  247-0584  -  FAX:  (505)  842-1766 


RLM-1 


RLM-2 


RLM-3 


RLM-4 


o 


January  10,  2000 

c- 

c- 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 

r<\ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Albuquerque  Field  Office 

435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 

Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

RE;  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 

Dear  Mr.  Silva; 


On  behalf  of  the  New  Mexico  Wool  Growers,  Inc.  (NMWGI)  and  its  membership,  I  am  writing  to 
comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The  NMWGI  is 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or 
any  other  alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers, 
and/or  other  users  who  depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  The  NMWGI  supports 
Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from 
current  management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used 
in  this  document. 

I  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to 
participate  in  the  process.  Many  members  of  the  NMWGI  are  also  BLM  permittees  in  the 
Albuquerque  area.  Although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  changes  proposed  in  this  draft  EIS,  they 
did  not  receive  a  copy  of  the  document.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review  and 
comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by 
the  decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment, 
participation  from  affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

The  NMWGI  can  see  and  concurs  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However, 
managing  everything  towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health 
of  the  riparian  areas  without  considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem? 
Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one  single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since 
current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian  areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is 
already  working?  Page  S-2 
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Response  to  RLM-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  RLM-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  RLM-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  RLM-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 
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RLM-4 

(cont.) 


RLM-5 


RLM-6 


RLM-7 


RLM-8 


RLM-9 


RLM-10 


RLM-11 


of  the  draft  EIS,  slates  “...riparian  habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large 
amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM."  How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the 
health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can 
develop.  For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt 
cedar,  to  improve  riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt  cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  We  do  have  some 
additional,  specific  concerns,  which  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage 
for  different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced 
approach,  where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1 .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds 
in  the  state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal 
action  that  requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed. 
Additionally,  any  use  of  the  CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the 
lawsuit  filed  against  its  implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming 
Association  of  Conservation  Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US 
Department  of  Agriculture,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior 
regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy.  NMWGI  is  a  co-plaintiff  in  this  lawsuit. 

2.  We  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft 
EIS  that  any  Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You 
are  not  taking  into  account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The 
Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value  in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action 
on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office,  which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis, 
because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not  look  at  the  effects  to 
individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural  families 
impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are 
required?  Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and 
upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  The  NMWGI  does  not  disagree  that 
historic  overgrazing  may  have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other 
areas  in  the  state.  However,  that  damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  We  feel  that  today's 
livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage  their  operations  more 
scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s  emphasis  on  the 
problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  NMWGI  disagrees  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between 
big  game  species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although 
studies  conducted  in  1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is 
available.  The  entire  concept  of  using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select 
what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why  would  you  base  management  decisions  on 
information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer  data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows 
that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and  domestic  livestock  has  increased 
substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big  game  prefer  pastures 
devoid  of  domestic  livestock,"  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock  graze  to  eat  the 
regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 
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Response  to  RLM-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  with  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  only  be  removed  as  native  species  become  established  so  that 
there  will  be  no  net  loss  of  habitat. 

Response  to  RLM-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  RLM-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 

Response  to  RLM-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analysis  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  RLM-9: 

Funding  for  fencing  will  provided  by  the  BLM.  The  construction  and  maintenance  costs  will  be 
negotiated  between  the  BLM  and  the  permittee,  which  is  normally  done  for  range  improvement  projects. 
In  general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  RLM-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLJ^  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 
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Response  to  RLM-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  of  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  through  monitoring  and  also  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public  land  is  not 
healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in  management  of  that 
land  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 
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7. 


RLM-13 


8. 


RLM-14 


RLM-15 


9. 


The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where 
livestock  and  wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to 
water  rights?  Is  this  not  a  “taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells 
and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources  to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been 
offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these  areas? 

Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be 
improved  if  the  impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been 
analyzed?  Will  hunting  and  fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep 
recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the 
results?  What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be 
mitigated?  Given  the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be 
enormous. 


Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 
this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact 
on  livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations 
that  represent  those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Cc:  New  Mexico  Congressional  Delegation 

Governor  Gary  Johnson 
Lt.  Governor  Walter  Bradley 
Michelle  Chavez,  State  BLM  Director 
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Response  to  RLM-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 

Response  to  RLM-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  established  through  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the 
riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RLM-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  RLM-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Public  Comment  <6wcbd@sw-center.org>  on  01/10/2000  02:39:02  PM 


To:  gis@sw-center.org,  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


DP-1 


DP-2 


Name;  Debra  Patla 

Address;  P.O.  box  230 

City:  Victor 

State;  ID 

Zip;  83455 

Phone:  208-787-2962 

Sxibject:  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments;  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition 
and  will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our 
precious  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of 
ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from 
all  these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

In  Id^o,  I  have  seen  recovery  of  areas  after  livestock  grazing  was  discontinued. 
This  IS  the  best  thing  we  can  do  to  recover  stream  and  stream-side  habitats. 

Your  DEIS  should  also  consider  amphbiams  and  reptiles  that  depend  on  wetlands 
and  riparian  areas . 

Debra  Patla 


Remote_Addr:  208.141.161.179 

HTTP_User_Agent:  Mozilla/4.61  [en]  (Win95;  I) 

HTTP_Referer :  http; //www. sw-center.org/Gwcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 
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Response  to  DP-1: 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Generally,  yearlong  grazing  is  only  suitable  where  there  are  a 
variety  of  plants,  a  minimum  of  steep  terrain,  numerous  watering  points,  and  proper  stocking.  Grazing  in 
riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine  whether  riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where 
grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the  BLM  will  take  action  to  modify  management  of  the 
allotment.  A  body  of  scientific  literature  is  available  that  documents  the  effects  of  livestock  grazing  on 
riparian  areas.  In  addition  to  livestock  grazing,  the  DEIS  discussed  other  factors  that  may  contribute  to 
riparian  degradation.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.I. 

Response  to  DP-2: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  recognizes  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat,  including  habitat  for 
amphibians  and  reptiles,  as  an  integral  part  of  public  land  health. 
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RR-1 


RR-2 


January  10,  2000 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 


Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  TAOS  FIELD 
OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  a  member  of  the  Sandia  Jeep  Club,  a  Santa  Fe-based  organization 
promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles,  I  am  deeply  concerned  about 
the  management  direction  this  document  promotes.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  should 
place  riparian  habitat  protection  above  all  other  needs  when  managing  our  public  lands. 
The  BLM  should  instead  manage  the  land  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  all  users, 
emphasizing  balanced  multiple  use  objectives  as  it  has  in  the  past.  Where  uses  conflict, 
an  effort  should  first  be  made  to  seek  effective  mitigating  measures  rather  than  to 
summarily  exclude  one  use  in  favor  of  another  or  identify  one  use  as  universally  more 
important  than  another. 

I  support  your  current  program,  expressed  as  Alternative  1 ,  because  it  provides  a  more 
balanced  approach  to  resolving  management  issues.  Alternative  2  places  riparian  habitat 
protection  above  all  other  uses,  which  is  wrong.  Alternative  3  would  summarily  exclude 
all  cattle  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  which  is  also  wrong  because  it  provides  no  allowance 
for  mitigating  measures  and  site-specific  conditions. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  abandon  Alternative  2  and  adopt  Alternative  1  as  your  preferred 
approach  to  protecting  riparian  areas. 


Sincerely, 
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Response  to  RR-1: 

The  BLM  generally  agrees  with  your  comment.  The  BLM  does  not  place  one  interest  over  another 
but  merely  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public  land 
management.  The  HMP  reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  harmony  among  the  multiple  users  (e.g., 
ranchers)  who  depend  on  the  BLM  land  and  its  natural  resources.  Laws  such  as  the  ESA  require  the  BLM 
to  take  certain  actions  to  protect  the  environment.  These  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA. 

Response  to  RR-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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January  10 


Jim  Silua 

Project  Leader,  BLM 


00  JAN  1 2  Pil  3^  1 2 

1-  ALBUOUERQUE.N.M. 


Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Jim  Silua 

I  understand  the  BLM  is  now  considering  neil  management 
alternatiues.  The  land  under  which  this  new  altBrnatiues  impact 
include  ouer  15,000  acres  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  which 
is  a  scarce  ecosystem  in  New  Menico.  in  the  pcSt  grazing 
management  in  these  areas  gaue  little  or  no  concern  to  the 
condition  of  habitats.  Now  we  realize  their  importance  in 
maintaining  a  balanced  healthy  enuironment.  V  is  now  time  to 
start  programs  that  directly  address  the  recoucry  of  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  It  is  now  time  to  start  ona  new  path  of 
public  land  management.  The  aduerse  impacts  tf  grazing  must 
be  acknowledged.  Euen  in  your  own  DEIS  you  ainriit  the 
degraded  condition  of  these  ecosystems  and  yoi  know  the 
cause,  it  is  ouer  grazing.  In  the  past  you  assumed  that  grazing 
cattle  is  the  only  use  of  the  land.  Vou  assumedthere  were  no 
other  benefits.  Now  we  know  this  is  not  true,  lich  a  philosophy 
is  a  uery  narrow,  selfish,  and  closed  minded.  Voir  preferred 
alternatiue  does  nothing  to  address  the  recoueM  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat.  I  want  you  to  select  alternatii^  3  as  the  most 
beneficial  alternatiue  in  regards  to  riparian  andaquatic  habitat. 

1  do  not  want  my  public  lands  degraded  any  moe  by  the  cattle 
industry.  As  of  now  these  riparian  and  aquatic  inds  haue  only 
one  use  and  that  is  to  water  cattle.  I  thought  y  u  were  suppose 
to  manage  for  multiple  use.  I  want  you  to  selet  alternatiub  3. 

S' - 


Eric  Rechei 

2890  Seely  Ad 

Grand  Junction  CO  81503 
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Response  to  ER-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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January  10,  2000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 


Attention:  Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 

Re:  COMMENTS  ON  DEIS  FOR  RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  ALBUQUERQUE  FIELD  OFFICE 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  I  have,  as  Director  of  Environmental  Affairs,  prepared  these  comments  on 
behalf  of  the  Southwest  Four  Wheel  Drive  Association  (SWFWDA),  a  regional 
organization  promoting  the  responsible  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles,  SWFWDA’s 
1500  member  families  make  extensive  recreational  use  of  lands  administered  by  your 
office  and  are  very  concerned  about  the  direction  the  preferred  alternative  is  taking. 

In  reviewing  the  DEIS,  I  have  found  your  proposed  approach  to  managing  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  to  be  unacceptable  and  irresponsible.  I  regret  having  come  to  this 
conclusion  because  SWFWDA  members  have  worked  with  BLM  staff  to  promote 
balanced,  multi-purpose  use  of  our  public  lands  and  have  found  those  staff  members  to  be 
both  knowledgeable  and  responsible  people.  Our  conclusions  stem  not  only  from  our 
concern  for  preserving  primitive  roaded  recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands  but 
also  from  my  concern  that  public  lands  should  continue  to  be  managed  in  a  manner  that 
considers  all  needs.  For  these  reasons,  the  SWFWDA  supports  the  balanced  approach  to 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  provided  by  your  current  program,  which  has 
been  identified,  inappropriately,  as  the  “no-action  alternative.” 

The  specific  reasons  for  our  conclusions  are  summarized  as  follows. 


Single-Minded  Purpose  of  Preferred  Alternative  2  Ignores  Common  Sense  and 
Good  Management  Practice.  As  stated  on  p.  2-3  of  the  DEIS,  “. . .  the  Adaptive 
Management  Alternative  seeks  first  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  restoration  and 
protection  of  riparian  areas  and  then  to  approve  those  other  uses  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
compatible  with  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources.”  The  preferred  alternative 
subrogates  all  other  uses  to  the  preservation  of  riparian  resources.  This  is  blind, 
unbalanced  management,  in  fact  it  isn’t  management  at  all.  Although  riparian  habitat  is 
certainly  important,  circumstances  will  undoubtedly  arise  where  the  need  to  preserve 
riparian  resources  must  be  weighed  against  other  important  and  legitimate  needs  such  as 
prehistoric  and  historic  resource  preservation,  recreation  and  facility  development,  and 
public  access.  It  is  not  good  management  practice  to  bind  your  hands  with  a  policy  that 
keeps  you  from  weighing  the  multitude  of  needs  on  their  own  merits  and  coming  to 
management  decisions  that  make  sense.  Riparian  resource  preservation  will  not  always  be 
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Response  to  TR-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is 
presented  as  Alternative  1  in  the  DEIS  and  represents  the  continuation  of  current  management 
(i.e.,  taking  no  management  actions  that  have  not  already  been  identified  under  BLM’s  current  program). 

Response  to  TR-2: 

Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  does  not  exclude  other  management  activities  in  riparian 
areas.  Alternative  2  identifies  the  improvement  and  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  associated 
threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat  as  primary  objectives.  These  primary  objectives  do  not 
exclude  secondary  objectives  such  as  recreation  or  cultural  resource  management. 
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TR-2 

(cont.) 


TR-3 


TR-4 


the  best  and  highest  management  objective  at  all  riparian  locations.  Alternative  2  does 
not  make  good  management  sense  and  should  be  rejected. 

Alternative  3  Grazing  Management  also  Ignores  Good  Management  Practice  and 
Common  Sense.  As  stated  on  p.  2-11  of  the  DEIS,  “Under  the  Grazing  Management 
Alternative,  the  BLM  would  exclude  domestic  livestock  use  in  riparian  areas  ...”  The 
blanket  elimination  of  grazing,  or  any  other  legitimate  use  of  public  lands,  without  due 
consideration  of  all  site-specific  conditions  and  mitigation  measures  is  also  blind, 
unbalanced  management.  Again,  it  is  not  good  management  practice  nor  the  best  and 
highest  use  of  public  lands  to  adopt  a  policy  that  constrains  the  BLM  from  making 
decisions  based  on  the  merits  of  each  situation.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  grazing  would 
be  compatible  with  riparian  protection  in  many  areas,  as  illustrated  in  my  next  comment. 
Alternative  3  does  not  make  good  management  sense  and  should  also  be  rejected. 

Other  Uses  are  Compatible  with  Good  Riparian  Management.  Table  1.1  of  the  DEIS 
provides  a  summary  of  Albuquerque  Field  Office  riparian  areas,  their  current  use,  and 
their  known  condition.  Returning  riparian  areas  to  the  PFC  (Proper  Functioning 
Condition)  state  is  indicated  in  the  DEIS  as  the  ultimate  objective  of  BLM’s  management 
plans.  Althougli  grazing  is  currently  excluded  from  the  four  riparian  areas  stated  in  the 
table  as  currently  in  the  desired  proper  functioning  condition,  in  the  BLM  Farmington 
District  nearly  one-third  of  the  properly  functioning  wetlands  are  currently  experiencing 
grazing.  This  strongly  indicates  that  good  riparian  management  and  grazing  are  not 
incompatible  if  properly  managed.  Although  only  grazing  use  was  mentioned  in  the  table, 
in  the  area  administered  by  the  Taos  Field  Office  two  out  of  the  four  properly  functioning 
riparian  areas  were  identified  as  also  having  OHV  use.  Again,  this  data  indicates  that 
good  riparian  management  and  OHV  use  are  not  incompatible  if  properly  managed.  It  is 
clear  that  other  uses  such  as  grazing,  OHV  use,  hiking,  and  fishing  can  be  compatible 
with  a  properly  functioning  riparian  area  and  should  not  be  automatically  excluded. 
Options  such  as  Alternative  3  that  automatically  brand  a  certain  use  as  incompatible 
should  not  even  be  considered.  In  fact.  Table  1.1  provides  good  evidence  that  Alternative 
3,  or  any  other  alternative  that  promotes  a  blanket  ban  on  a  particular  activity,  is 
completely  inappropriate.  The  BLM  is  self-identified  as  a  management  agency.  There  are 
many  legitimate  uses  of  public  lands  and  the  first  management  reaction  to  a  problem 
should  be  to  seek  mitigation,  not  closure. 


TR-5 


Allocation  of  Funding  as  First  Priority.  By  assigning  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office’s 
highest  priority  as  protecting  and  restoring  riparian  areas  as  indicated  on  p.  2-3  under  the 
preferred  alternative,  it  follows  that  other  legitimate  needs  and  uses  of  public  lands 
managed  by  your  office  would  suffer  from  a  significant  lack  of  funding  while  riparian 
management  was  vigorously  pursued.  This  is  not  a  good  management  policy  because 
many  of  your  other  important  programs,  such  as  biodiversity  enhancement  and  T&E 
species  protection  in  non-riparian  areas,  would  unduly  suffer.  It  should  be  clear  that  there 
are  many  important  issues  that  need  attention  on  publie  lands  administered  by  the  BLM, 
not  just  riparian  habitat  protection.  It  is  suggested  on  p.  S-1  in  your  summary  statements 
that  part  of  the  legal  objection  to  your  current  riparian  management  approach  was  that 
you  have  been  proceeding  too  slowly  due  to  a  lack  of  fimding.  I  submit  that  if  riparian 
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Response  to  TR-3: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  addresses  public  input  and  issue 
identification  received  by  the  BLM  during  the  scoping  process. 

Response  to  TR-4: 

Except  for  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  current  or  future  allowed  activities  or  actions 
(e.g.,  recreation  or  grazing)  will  be  based  on  the  site-specific  requirements  or  management  needs  of 
individual  riparian  areas. 

Response  to  TR-5: 

Developing  budget  priorities  has  and  will  continue  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private 
organizations.  The  BLM  does  not  view  the  funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that 
deprives  other  field  office  activities  of  adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the 
documentation  needed  to  assist  in  developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 
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protection  on  public  lands  was  of  overriding  interest  compared  to  all  other  uses  for  a 
majority  of  the  American  people,  the  funding  needed  to  provide  that  protection  would 
have  been  there  for  you.  The  fact  that  it  was  not  indicates  that  the  criticality  you  attribute 
to  riparian  protection  in  preferred  Alternative  2  does  not  reflect  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  Americans  but  only  of  the  relatively  small  group  that  filed  the  lawsuit.  The 
best  use  of  your  limited  funds  is  to  continue  with  what  you  should  be  doing:  provide 
balanced  support  for  all  legitimate  uses  of  the  lands  you  manage. 

Not  a  Good  Precedent  to  Set  in  Responding  to  a  Lawsuit.  It  is  clear  that  riparian  area 
protection  is  receiving  the  current  high  level  of  attention  in  response  to  special  interest 
litigation.  Your  reaction  has  been  to  satisfy  that  challenge  by  making  riparian  area 
protection  superior  to  all  other  needs  for  management  of  public  lands.  Suppose  the 
Middle  Rio  Grande  Pueblos  filed  a  lawsuit  contending  that  your  protection  of  their 
ancestral  sites  was  not  being  pursued  with  sufficient  vigor.  Would  you  then  turn  around 
and  make  protection  of  prehistoric  and  historic  resources  your  number  one  priority  You 
are  not  setting  a  good  precedent  in  responding  to  the  riparian  habitat  lawsuit  in  the 
manner  proposed  in  the  DEIS.  As  a  citizen,  I  believe  that  adopting  Alternative  2  would 
be  a  serious  overreaction  to  the  riparian  protection  lawsuit  and  a  terrible  precedent  to  set 
in  responding  to  future  lawsuits. 

In  summary,  we  urge  you  to  reconsider  your  priorities  and  maintain  the  balanced 
management  posture  you  have  held  for  so  many  years  by  adopting  Alternative  1 .  As 
always,  the  SWFWDA  looks  forward  to  working  with  your  office  in  the  future. 
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Sincerely, 


Terry  Rust 

Director  of  Environmental  Affairs  -  SWFWDA 
1 1 8  Beryl 

Los  Alamos,  NM  87544 
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Response  to  TR-6: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  opposition  to  Alternative  2  is  noted.  The  BLM  has  been 
emphasizing  riparian  habitat  protection  and  improvement  for  more  than  10  years.  Alternative  2  identifies 
the  improvement  and  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  associated  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitat  as  primary  objectives.  These  primary  objectives  do  not  exclude  secondary  objectives  such  as 
recreation  or  cultural  resource  management. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbdasw-cenler.org>  on  01/10/2000  02:04:07  PM 


To:  glsOsw~center.org,  Jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NMmLM/OOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


KS-1 

KS-2 


Nane:  Kristen  Sykes 
Address:  1532  Honroe  SC,  NW 
City:  Washington 
State;  DC 
Zip;  20010 

Phone:  1202)  462-6119 

Subject:  Contents  for  DEIS  for  Kiparian  and  Acpiatic  Habitat 

Connents;  Please  accept  my  conunents  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition 
and  will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our 
precious  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of 
ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

Select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from 
all  these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

Please  enact  strong  protections  for  the  Northern  Goshawk  and  it  habitat,  old  forests  and  ecosystems 
!  1  know,  as  stewards  of  the  land  you  will  choose  the  alternative,  alternative  3  which  is  best  for  the  environment 

and  for  the  sustainability  of  future  generations. 

Sincerely, 

Kristen  Sykes 


Kemote_Addr:  165.241.97.225 

HTTP_User_Agent :  M02illa/4.5  len]C-CCK-MCD  (Win90;  I) 
liTTP_Reierer :  http:  //www. sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP.From:  (null) 
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Response  to  KS-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 

Response  to  KS-2: 

The  BLM  agrees  that  old-growth  forests  need  to  be  protected.  However,  these  forest  habitats  do  not 
coincide  with  the  riparian  areas  addressed  in  the  FEIS.  Thus,  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  does  not 
address  old-growth  forests.  Similarly,  the  northern  goshawk’s  preferred  habitat  (i.e.,  large  expanses  of 
mature  coniferous  forests)  does  not  coincide  with  the  specified  riparian  areas  addressed  in  the  FEIS. 
Therefore,  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would  not  have  an  effect  on  the  northern  goshawk. 
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CHAPTER  1 


Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-center,org>  on  01/10/2000  02:21:30  PM 


To;  gisQsw-center.org,  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


CW-1 


CW-2 

CW-3 


Name:  Christina  Wulf 
Address:  344  /  #2  Pine  Ave. 

City:  Waynesboro 
State:  VA 
Zip:  22980 
Phone;  540-942-1887 

Subject:  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Conuuents:  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition 
eind  will  only  receive  little  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
main  reason  for  the  degradation  of  these  areas  is  cattle  grazing.  Our 
precious  riparian  and  ac^atic  habitats  are  being  destroyed  by  a  handful  of 
ranchers  with  the  blessing  of  the  BLM.  This  needs  to  stop. 

America's  public  lands  belong  to  all  citizens, 

not  to  a  relatively  few  ranchers,  loggers,  miners,  etc.  whose  private  profite  interest 
has,  for  the  past  century,  been  given  precedence  over  the  ecological  benefits 
provided  by  intact  ecosystems  to  all  humans.  As  a  nation,  our  values  have 
changed  and  it  is  time  to  get  private  corporate  interests  off  public  lands.  That 
means  an  end  to  commercial  extraction  of  all  kinds  —  from  cows  to  chainsaws 
to  mining  drills. 

Please  select  alternative  three  which  will  result  in  the  removal  of  livestock  from 
all  these  areas  and  provide  the  quickest  and  most  beneficial  recovery. 

Sincerely, 

Christina  Wulf 


Remote_Addr:  216.174.7.12 

HTTP_User_Agent :  Mozilla/4.04  [en]  (Win95;  I) 

HTTP_Referer :  http: //www. sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_From:  inull) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  CW-1: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
public  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now 
based  on  monitoring.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine  whether  riparian 
health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the  BLM  will  take 
action  to  modify  management  of  the  allotment. 

Response  to  CW-2: 

The  BLM  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public 
land  management.  The  HMP  reflects  BLM’s  intent  to  promote  hai*mony  among  the  multiple  users  who 
depend  on  the  BLM  land  and  its  natural  resources. 

Response  to  CW-3: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 


1-191 


CHAPTER  1 


PA-1 


Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-center,org>  on  01/11/2000  09:03:50  AM 


To:  gis@sw-center.org,  jsilva 

cc;  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject;  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


Name:  Paul  Austgen 

Address:  150  Fox  Hill  Lane 

City:  Colorado  Springs 

State:  CO 

Zip:  80919 

Phone:  719  598  4691 

Subject:  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments :  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  cind 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Select  alternative  one  which  will  hopefully  provide  multi-use. 


Remote„Addr:  156.153.255.114 
HTTP_User_Agent :  Mozilla/4.?  [en]  (WinNT;  U) 

HTTP_Ref erer :  http : / /www . sw-center . org/ swcbd/ activis t/blmalb . html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  PA-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment;  your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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MB-1 


Public  Comment  <swcbd©sw-center.org>  on  01/11/2000  09:31:02  AM 


To:  gisQsw-conter.ofg.jsilva 

cc  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject-  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


Name:  Mcaqan  Bayless 
Address:  2330  Calls  Peina 
City.  Santa  Fc 
State:  NM 
Zip:  87505 

Phone:  505-474-8655  ^  ^  •  v#  u: 

lo™ent^'^ArrNew^Mc)tico\l?ive!''rstudtnt  orSaJural  PelLrces  Management  from  Colorado  State  University,  and  a  concerned 
ci“  i  do  norsup^rrcontinu^d  degradation  of  riparian  areas  by  cattle  grazing,  bong-term  sustainable  agriculture  cannot 
support  cattle  in  riparian  areas,  especially  on  our  public  lands. 

I  support  banning  cattle  grazing  in  riparian  areas  and  suggest  more  cooperation  between  volunteers  to  help  ranchers 
accomplish  thifllrge^sk^  There  1st  a  way  to  meet  on  this  issue  and  1,  support  talcing  a  strong  stance  and  seeking  a 

guality  long-term  solution  that  does  not  Include  favoring  cows  over  native  wildlife. 


Remote_Addr:  150 . 13i .  im .  izz  ,  „  j 

HTTP  user  Agent:  Mo2illa/4.0  Icompatible;  HSIE  5.0:  Windows  NT;  DigExt) 

HTTPlPeferer:  http: //www.sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 

HTTP_From;  (null) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MB-1: 

The  BLM  welcomes  partners  and  volunteers  who  can  assist  with  the  restoration  of  riparian  habitats 
in  New  Mexico.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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CHAPTER  1 


TF-1 


Public  Comment  <awcbd0*w-center.org>  on  01/11/2000 11  ;47:0d  AM 


To;  gjsOsw-center.org,  Jsilva 

cc:  (bar.  James  Sllva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


Name:  Tamy  Ferguson 

Address:  1677  E.  3500  South 

City:  Vernal 

State:  ITT 

Zip:  84078 

Phone:  435-789-6589 

Subject:  Conmenta  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments:  The  No  action  alternative  la  best.  Up  until  recent  the  BLH  haa  done  a  good  job  of  proper  management  under  the 
multiple  use  act.  The  trend 

now  is  to  listen  to  radical  groups  who  want  everyone  locked  out  of  using  or  accessing  these 
areas.  Livestock  does  no  more  damage  than  wildlife. 


Remote_Addr:  168.177.197.15 

HTTP_Us6r_Agent!  Hozllla/4.0  (compatible;  MSIE  5.0;  Windows  98;  DlgExt;  GO  Network  vl> 
HTTP_Re£erer;  http: //www.sw-center.org/swcbd/actlvist/hlmalb.html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  TF-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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CHAPTER  1 


Public  Comment  <Bwcbd9sw-c8nl*r.0fg>  on  01/11/2000 10:13:07  AM 


To:  gls9sw-cenler.org,  jsiiva 

cc:  (bcc;  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


GJ-1 


Name:  George  Johnson 

Address:  255  Old  Adobe  Rd 

City:  bos  Gatos 

State:  Ca 

Zip:  95032 

Phone : 

Subject;  Coments  for  DEIS  Cor  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Consents:  Please  accept  »y  conaients  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 

aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  do  not  support  the  Center  for  Biological 
Diversity's  self  proclaimed  "hard  nose*  position.  I  would  not  support  a  remove  everything  position  and  urge  you  not  to 
support  Alternative  Three 


Remote_Addt:  Ul.183.152.14 

HTTP_User_AgHnt :  Mo2illa/4.0  Icompatible;  MSIE  5.0:  MSN  2.6;  Windows  98;  DigExt;  Preoi  Client  2.1) 
KTTP.Referer:  http: //www. sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
KTTP_Frora;  (null) 


J-/98 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  GJ-1; 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  opposition  to  Alternative  3  is  noted. 
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CHAPTER  1 


MM-1 


Public  Comment  <3WcbdOsw-center.org>  on  01/11/2000  09:50:20  AM 


To:  gisOsw-conler.org.  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  SItva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


Name:  Michael  Mills 
Address:  32  Aggie  Village  J 
City;  Logan 
State;  Uc 
Zip:  84341 

Phone:  (435)  797-6606 

Subject:  Comnents  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments;  1  am  a  student  at  Utah  State  University  studying  natural  resource  management  and  I  am 
writing  to  express  my  comments  for  the  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat. 

Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  EnvirorunentaX  Irqiact  Statement. 

The  DEIS  states  that  most  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a  degraded  condition 

and  will  receive  improvement  by  the  preferred  alternative.  I  give  ray  full  support  of  the  preferred 
alternative,  which  shows  that  proper  management  can  allow  multiple  uses  and  still  protect  the 
environment.  Please  follow  thorugh  by  selecting  the  preferred  alternative. 

Thank  Vou, 

Michael  Mills 


Remote_Addr:  129.123.57.119 

HTTP_Ucer_Agent :  Mozilla/4.S  (en)  (Win95;  I) 

HTTPiReferer;  http://www.3w-center.org/8wcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_From;  (null) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MM-1; 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  2  is  noted. 
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KR-1 


Public  Comment  <swcb<ietw-center.ofg>  on  01/11/2000  10:11:10  PM 


To:  gisOsw-center.orQ,  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc;  James  Sllva/AUFO/NM/BLM/tX)l) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Field  Olftce 


Name;  Kitty  Randall 
Address:  a880-C  Yucca  St. 

City:  Los  Alamos 
State;  NM 
Zip:  87544 
Phone;  505-662-5333 

Subject:  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Field  Office 

Connents;  Please  take  action  to  reduce  overqrazlno  and  protect  riparian  habitat.  While  I  an  sympathetic  to  the  desires  of 
ranchers,  BLM  land  belongs  to  all  of  us  and  degradation  of  sensitive  stream  environments  is  a  serious  issue.  Let’s  leave  a 
healthy  environment  for  future  generations  -  choose  alternative  13.  Thank  you.  Sincerely,  Kitty  Randall 


Remote  Addr:  205.188.195.43 

HTTP  U8er_Agent:  Ko2illa/4.0  Icompatlble;  MSIE  4.01;  AOL  4.0;  Mac_PPC] 
HTTPiRef erer ;  http : //www. sw-center . org/swcbd/activis t /blmalb. html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  KR-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.  1. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-center.org>  on  01/11/2000  08:57:19  AM 


To;  gis  @  sw-center.org,  jsllva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject;  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 


KS-1 


Name:  Keith  Sonnier 

Address:  3916  Brentwood  Avenue 

City:  Lake  Charles 

State:  LA 

Zip:  70607 

Phone : 

Subject:  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Comments:  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Please  select  the  alternative  that  does  not  ban 
logging  and  cattle  grazing.  Thank  youl 


Remote_Addr:  208.202.163.70 

HTTP_User_Agent :  Mozilla/4.0  (compatible;  MSIE  4.01;  Windows  95) 
HTTP_Ref erer ;  http: //www. sw-center. org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  KS-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  the  continuation  of  logging  and  cattle  grazing  is 
noted. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-center.org>  on  01/11/2000  07:15:01  PM 


To;  gis@sw-center.org,  jsilva 

cc:  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Field  Office 


DY-1 


Name;  Dick  Young 
Address:  P.O.  Box  591 
City:  Glenbrook, 

State:  NV 
zip:  89413 

Phone:  (775)  749-5545 

Subject;  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
Comments:  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

My  comment  is  that  'no  change'  should  be  made  in  this  area.  Cattle  grazing  is 
an  integral  and  important  part  of  multiple  usage  of  our  public  lands.  Cattle  grazing 
benefits  the  county  tax  base,  offers  reasoneible  and  beneficial  employment  for  the 
rancher  eind  is  in  line  with  the  stewardship  obligation  of  BLM 

Thank  you  for  accepting  my  comments. 

Dick  Young 


Reraote_Addr:  63.24.41.48 

HTTP_User_Agent :  Mozilla/4.7  (en)  {Win98;  U) 

HTTP_RGferer:  http://www.sw-center.org/swcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  DY-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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Jimmy  R.  Bason 
St.  Rt.  2,  Box  88 
Hillsboro,  NM  88042 

January  12,2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


cP 

%  P 

% 

% 


RE;  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


JRB-1 


JRB-2 


JRB-3 


JRB-4 


JRB-5 


JRB-6 


JRB-7 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  1  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

1  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  Is  even  more  important. 

I  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weed.s,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1.  'I’he  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
-State  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  A.ssessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  ajudgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  JRB-1; 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  JRB-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  JRB-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  JRB-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  JRB-5; 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  JRB-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  JRB-7: 

The  eWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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JRB-8 


JRB-9 


JRB-10 


JRB-11 


JRB-12 


JRB-13 


JRB-14 


JRB-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1,1  of  the  draft  EIS  addre.s.ses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  I  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determ ined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,’’  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  DLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
tho.se  producers. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


- 

Jimmy  Bason 


Sincerely, 
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Response  to  JRB-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  JRB-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  JRB-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  JRB-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  our  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock  use  the 
land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public  land  is  not 
healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in  management  of  that 
land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  JRB-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  JRB-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  our  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock  use  the 
land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public  land  is  not 
healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g„  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in  management  of  that 
land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  JRB-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  JRB-15; 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd9»w-center.or9>  on  01/12/2000  09:40:56  AM 


To;  gis  9sw-cenlef.org,  jsi^a 

cc:  (bee;  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subjecl;  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat;  Albuquerque  Reid  Oflica 


Name;  Ty  Bays 

Address:  P.  o.  Box  2962 

City:  Silver  City 

State:  NM 

Zip;  06062 

Phone : 

Subject:  Comnents  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat;  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
Conunents:  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  ar;d 

aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Crazing  and  farming  have  shown  no 
deterimental  affects  on  the  SWWF  in  the  Gila  Valley.  In  fact  the  largest  population  of  SVAfP  occurs  in  the  midst  of  the  the 
heaviest  concentration  of  livestock  In  Grant  County.  Thus  the  claims  by  the  Radical  Center  for  Biological  Diversity  are  not 
based  upon  any  scientific  data.  Please  use  the  best  scientific  data  available  to  protect  endangered  species  instead  of  the 
opinoin  of  radical  environmentalist.  Please  allow  the  continued  use  of  our  public  lands  for  grazing.  Grating  is  part  of 
NM’s  heritage  and  is  a  vital  economic  factor  in  NM,  especially  in  our  rural  counties. 


Reinote_Addr:  198.176.208.42 

HTTP_User_Agent:  Motilla/4.Q  (compatible;  MSIE  4.01;  Windows  NT) 
HTTPlRsf erer ;  http: / /www. sw-center . org/swcbd/activist/blmalb. html 
HTTP_From:  (null) 


1-214 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


\ 


Response  to  TB-1: 

The  BLM  recognizes  that  economic,  social,  and  cultural  elements  are  integral  components  of  public 
land  management.  The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  included  in  the  FEIS  reflects  the  BLM’s  intent  to 
promote  harmony  among  multiple  users  (e.g.,  ranchers  and  recreationists)  who  depend  on  the  BLM  land 
and  its  natural  resources.  However,  when  it  comes  to  species  protected  by  the  ESA,  focus  on  a  single 
species  may  be  required.  These  laws  require  that  the  BLM  take  specific  actions  to  protect  the 
environment,  and  these  laws  are  not  overridden  by  the  FLPMA.  Your  support  for  the  continuation  of 
grazing  is  noted. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd08W-center.org>  on  01/12/2000  12:10:17  PM 


To:  gls9sw-center.org,  jsMva 

cc:  (bcc:  Janws  SItva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subieci;  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Reid  Otfica 


RB-1 


Mane:  Robert  Benne 
Address:  10111  E.  Cholla  St. 

City;  Scottsdale 
State;  AZ 
Zip;  BS554 
Phone ; 

Subject:  CoMsents  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Field  Office 

CoRmwnts;  I  stongly  support  the  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE  for  the  nuuragement  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  described  in  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement. 

The  preferred  alternative  alternative  was  developed  with  the  input  and  coilabaration  of  all  involved  and  should 
represent  the  most  reasonable  way  to  meet  the  goals. 

I  DO  NOT  support  the  removal  of  livestock  as  I  believe  they  can  be  a  strong  tool  for  the  continuing  improvement  of 
range  conditions. 


R8mote_Addr:  12. 72. 32. 7S 

HTTP_User_Agent:  Ho*illa/4.0  (compatible;  MSIE  5.0;  Windows  98;  AT&TWNSS.O;  DigExt) 
KTTP_Referer:  http; //WWW. sw-cBnter.org/Bwcbd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTPlprom:  (null) 
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Response  to  RB-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  2  is  noted. 
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Mary  Ella  Christian 
P.  O.  Box  6 
tombstone,  AZ  85638 

January  12,2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


•  /: 


// 


RE:  DraA  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


MEC-1 

MEC-2 

MEC-3 

MEC-4 

MEC-5 

MEC-6 

MEC-7 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  change.s  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

I  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

I  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosy.stem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  stales  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  admini.stered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  di.scusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  .southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1 .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 

stale  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  Is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/UnIfied  Strategy. 
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Response  to  MEC-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  MEC-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  MEC-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  MEC-4; 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  MEC-5; 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  MEC-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  MEC-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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MEC-9 


MEC-10 


MEC-11 


MEC-12 


MEC-13 


MEC-14 


MEC-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  1’he  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  vvithin  the  I'aos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  .specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  stale.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  1  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  deci.sions  on  information  that  is  18  and  1 9  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  thc.se  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

Mary  Ellft  Christian 
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Response  to  MEC-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  MEC-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  MEC-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  MEC-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  MEC-12; 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  taken. 
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DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MEC-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  MEC-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  MEC-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5. 1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Caret!  Cowan 

3821  Don  Juan  Court,  NW 

Albuquerque,  NM  87107 

January  12, 2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  ME 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


C-- 

% 


RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


CCb-1 

CCb-2 

CCb-3 

CCb-4 

CCb-5 

CCb-6 

CCb-7 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  1  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

I  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

I  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  el.se?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM,” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  ineluding  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1 .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
Implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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Response  to  CCb-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  CCb-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  CCb-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  CCb-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CCb-5; 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  .see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  CCb-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  CCb-7; 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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CCb-8 


CCb-9 


CCb-10 


CCb-11 


CCb-12 


CCb-13 


CCb-l4 


CCb-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  I  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  .science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  dccision.s  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  accc.ss  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 


7-226 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  CCb-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  CCb-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  CCb-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  to  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  CCb-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CCb-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  CCb-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determined  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CCb-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  CCb-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Robert  E.  Cowan 
Cowan  Ranches 
P.  O.  Box  309 
Tombstone,  AZ  85638 

January  12,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  ME 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  ' 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


REC-1 

REC-2 

REC-3 

REC-4 

REC-5 

REC-6 

REC-7 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  1  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  BIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

1  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

1  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1.  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  again.st  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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Response  to  REC-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  REC-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  REC-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  REC-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  REC-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  REC-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  REC-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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REC-8 


REC-9 


REC-10 


REC-11 


REC-12 


REC-13 


REC-14 


REC-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  f'icid  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  vvay  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  1  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  tuore  knowledge  and  rnanage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  1  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
198 1  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre- determined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  1 8  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,’’  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  E.  Cowan 
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Response  to  REC-8; 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  REC-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  REC-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  REC-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  REC-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  REC-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  REC-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  REC-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Gary  Johnson 
Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Box  30005,  Dept.  3189 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88003-8005 
Telephone  (505)  646-3007 

Frank  A,  DuBois 

Secretary 


January  12, 2000 


Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

The  following  comments  address  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managements  (BLM)  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  -  New  Mexico. 

1.  Section  1 508.9,  Environmental  Assessment,  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  regulations  states,  “'Environmental 
Assessment’:  (b)  Shall  include  brief  discussions  of  the  need  for  the  proposal,  of 
alternatives  as  required  by  section  102(2)(E),  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives,  and  a  listing  of  agencies  and  persons  consulted.” 
[emphasis  added].  The  significant  language  of  this  section  is  the  use  of  the  term 
"impacts"  [i.e.,  effects].  “Effects”  is  defined  in  the  CEQ-NEPA  regulations  at  §1508.8  as 
follows: 


'Effects'  include: 

(a)  Direct  effects,  which  are  caused  by  the  action  and  occur 
at  the  same  time  and  place, 

(b)  Indirect  effects,  which  are  caused  by  the  action  and  are 
later  in  time  or  farther  removed  in  distance,  but  are  still 
reasonably  foreseeable.  Indirect  effects  may  include  growth 
inducing  effects  and  other  effects  related  to  induced 
changes  in  the  pattern  of  land  use,  population  density  or 
growth  rate,  and  related  effects  on  air  and  water  and  other 
natural  systems,  including  ecosystems. 

Effects  and  impacts  as  used  in  these  regulations  are 
synonymous.  Effects  includes  ecological  (such  as  the 
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effects  on  natural  resources  and  on  the  components, 
structures,  and  functioning  of  affected  ecosystems), 
aesthetic,  historic,  cultural,  economic,  social,  or  health, 
whether  direct,  indirect,  or  cumulative,  [emphasis  added]. 

The  term  "cumulative  impact"  is  defined  in  40  CFR  §  1 508.7: 

'Cumulative  impact’  is  the  impact  on  the  environment 
which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action 
when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  actions  regardless  of  what  agency 
(Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other 
actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually 
minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over 
a  period  of  time. 

In  addition  to  impacts,  section  1502.14  of  CEQ-NEPA  regulations  states,  “This  section  is 
the  heart  of  the  environmental  impact  statement.  Based  on  the  information  and  analysis 
presented  in  the  sections  on  the  Affected  Environment  (§1502.15)  and  the  Environmental 
Consequences  (§  1 502. 1 6),  it  should  present  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal 
and  the  alternatives  in  comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing  a 
clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public.  In  this  section 
agencies  shall:  (F)  Include  appropriate  mitigation  measures  not  already  included  in  the 
proposed  action  or  alternatives.”  [emphasis  added]. 

Mitigation  is  defined  in  section  1508.20  as  follows: 

“Mitigation”  includes: 

(a) Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a  certain 
action  or  parts  of  an  action. 

(b) Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude 
of  the  action  and  its  implementation. 

(c) Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or 
restoring  the  affected  environment. 

(d) Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by 
preservation  and  maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of 
the  action. 

(e) Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing 
substitute  resources  or  environments. 
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The  pertinent  regulations  cited  above  require  comprehensive,  detailed  analyses  of  the 
listed  factors  (ecological,  aesthetic,  historic,  cultural,  economic,  social,  and  health)  be 
included  in  the  EIS  document.  This  EIS  addresses  the  economically  quantifiable  use 
(grazing)  of  riparian  areas.  Alternatives  may  or  may  not  have  a  direct  effect  on 
individuals,  the  livestock  industry,  and  local  communities  of  New  Mexico,  however, 
there  could  also  be  indirect  and  cumulative  effects  on  individuals,  the  livestock  industry 
and  local  communities.  The  BLM  should  not  only  identify  the  economic  impacts  (direct, 
indirect,  and  cumulative),  of  all  the  alternatives,  but  it  should  also  quantify  these  impacts. 
In  addition,  the  BLM  should  provide  mitigation  measures  for  all  the  alternatives.  New 
Mexico  Department  of  Agriculture  (NMDA)  requests  the  BLM  comply  with  sections 
1508.7, 1508.8, 1508.9, 1502.14  and  1508.20  of  the  CEQ-NEPA  regulations  in  their 
entirety. 

2.  NMDA  requests  clarification  on  who  will  pay  for  the  fencing  required  to  implement 
livestock  management  in  riparian  areas. 

3.  On  Page  4-42  under  the  Cumulative  Impacts  (Section  4.6)  the  following  statement  is 
made,  "Localized  water  quality  improvements  would  result  from  BLM  riparian-wetland 
management."  [emphasis  added].  The  above  statement  is  contradicted  by  statements 
made  in  other  sections  of  this  document.  On  page  S-5  Water  Quality  and  Quantity  for 
alternative  two  (preferred  alternative)  the  following  is  written,  "Significant  improvements 
could  occur  in  local  water  quality  from  decreased  erosion  and  deposition.”  [emphasis 
added],  and  on  page  4-10  section  4.1.3,  "In  general,  the  quantity,  quality,  and  availability 
of  water  from  streams  and  rivers  is  beyond  control  of  the  BLM."  Which  of  these 
statements  is  correct?  Will  water  quality  improve  in  drainages  where  the  preferred 
alternative  is  implemented?  Does  baseline  data  exist  to  gauge  an  increase  or  decrease  in 
water  quality?  If  yes,  please  provide  the  data  or  citation,  if  no,  then  what  is  the 
justification  for  of  each  of  these  statements? 

On  Page  S-5  Soil  Erosion/Deposition  the  statement  is  made  for  the  preferred  alternative, 
"Improvements  in  soil  erosion  and  deposition  would  be  better  than  under  Alternative  1." 

It  is  questionable  that  a  stream  which  is  PFC  under  the  current  management  alternative 
would  function  any  different  then  the  same  stretch  of  stream  at  PFC  under  the  adaptive 
management  alternative.  NMDA  requests  BLM  provide  additional  information  to 
support  this  claim. 

NMDA  requests  the  BLM  provide  citations  or  the  location  of  hydrologic  data  that  was 
used  to  classify  each  riparian  area  as  either  perennial,  intermittent,  or  ephemeral. 
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Response  to  FAD-1: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  FAD-2: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  FAD-3: 

Improvements  in  or  maintenance  of  riparian  vegetation  cover  are  expected  to  reduce  local  soil 
erosion  rates  and  decrease  local  deposition  of  sediments  into  stream  channels,  thus  improving  local  water 
runoff  conditions.  However,  as  the  DEIS  clearly  states,  riparian  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM 
represent  a  small  percentage  of  all  riparian  areas  and  a  small  percentage  of  the  larger  watersheds  that 
influence  water  quality  in  the  streams  and  rivers  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico.  Thus,  measurable  changes 
in  overall  stream  and  river  water  quality  within  the  State  of  New  Mexico  will  require  a  cooperative  effort 
among  all  public  and  private  landowners  and  land  managers. 

Response  to  FAD-4: 

The  statement  refers  to  the  expected  improvement  in  those  riparian  areas  that  are  not  at  PEC.  Please 
refer  to  Table  2.2  in  the  HMP  of  the  FEIS  or  Table  1 . 1  in  the  DEIS  (BLM  1999). 

Response  to  FAD-5: 

The  information  was  obtained  from  the  PFC  survey  files  maintained  in  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office.  The  surveys  are  performed  according  to  the  direction  provided  in  the  BLM  1737  series  of  riparian 
management  guidance  for  PFC  characterization  site  visits. 
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The  definition  of  riparian  area  presented  in  this  DEIS  on  page  1-1  is  as  follows, 

The  BLM  (1993d)'  defines  a  "riparian  area"  as  an  area  of  land  directly 
influenced  by  permanent  water.  It  has  visible  vegetation  or  physical 
characteristics  reflective  of  permanent  water  influence.  Lake  shores  and 
stream  banks  are  typical  riparian  areas.  Excluded  arc  such  sites  as 
ephemeral  streams  or  washes  that  do  not  exhibit  the  presence  of  vegetation 
dependent  upon  free  water  in  the  soil. 

NMDA  requests  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  provide  in  this  DEIS  a  list  of  riparian  plant 
species  that  need  to  be  present  in  order  for  a  stream  segment,  spring,  or  seep  to  be 
classified  as  a  riparian  area. 

On  page  S-3  under  general  approach  for  the  preferred  alternative  this  statement  is  made, 
"Develop  explicit  goals  for  which  progress  can  be  measured  by  a  set  of  specific  endpoints 
(desired  future  condition,  such  as  PFC,  increased  use  by  special  status  species  . . .)."  Is  it 
prudent  to  measure  success  by  "increased  use  by  special  status  species?"  Are  there 
studies  conducted  in  the  southwest  that  verify  once  a  riparian  habitat  is  available,  the 
species  of  concern  will  occupy  that  habitat?  NMDA  requests  the  BLM  provide  citations 
that  support  the  repatriation  of  an  unoccupied  critical  habitat. 

Are  citations  available  to  classify  a  given  unoccupied  riparian  area  as  historic  habitat  for 
the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher?  If  yes  please  provide  citations,  if  no,  then  what  is 
the  justification  for  calling  a  riparian  area,  potential  long-term  or  currently  potential 
habitat,  when  the  species  did  not  occur  in  the  riparian  area  in  the  past? 

On  Page  A-21  the  following  statement  is  made,  "This  species  migrates  to  the  tropics  in 
winter,  and  the  habitats  it  uses  in  wintering  grounds  are  unknown.  However,  tropical 
deforestation  may  restrict  wintering  habitat  of  this  and  other  neotropical  migrants." 

Given  the  above  statement,  additional  scientific  data  are  needed  to  understand  how  to 
recover  this  species.  Other  factors  such  as  loss  of  wintering  habitat,  a  migratory  niche 
taken  over  by  a  more  adaptable  species,  predation,  and  use  of  pesticides  in  the  tropics  that 
are  restricted  in  the  United  States  could  be  contributing  to  the  decline  of  this  species  in  its 
wintering  range.  Without  wintering  range  data,  exclusion  of  livestock  in  its  summer 
range  may  not  aid  in  the  recovery  of  this  species.  NMDA  requests  BLM  justify  its 
proposed  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  in  light  of  a  lack  of  scientific 


'U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1993d,  Process  for  Assessing  Proper  Functioning 
Condition,  TR  1737-9. 


1-242 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  FAD-6: 

A  list  of  riparian  obligate  plants  would  not  have  an  effect  on  decisions  relative  to  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management.  This  is  also  why  an  exhaustive  list  of  wildlife  species  that  make  use  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  was  not  included  in  the  DEIS.  The  dominant  native  and  exotic  plant  species 
of  concern  (e.g.,  cottonwoods,  willows,  Russian  olive,  and  saltcedar)  were  addressed  throughout  the 
DEIS.  Other  common  riparian  plant  species  were  often  mentioned  in  the  descriptions  of  the  specific 
riparian  and  wetland  areas  provided  in  Chapter  3  of  the  DEIS. 

Response  to  FAD-7: 

The  BLM  agrees  that  the  occupation  of  habitat  cannot  be  guaranteed.  A  measurable  indicator  of  a 
special  status  species  goal  would  be  a  set  of  habitat  conditions  (e.g.,  vegetation  structure).  However,  a 
long-term  goal  is  to  assist  in  the  recovery  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  the  occupation  of 
new  habitat  by  these  species.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  conducts  annual 
surveys  on  current  and  short-term  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat  to  estimate 
populations. 

Response  to  FAD-8: 

Please  see  Section  B.2.1 1  (Appendix  B  of  Volume  1  of  the  FEIS)  for  background  issues  and  the 
proposed  management  of  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher. 

Response  to  FAD-9: 

The  BLM  is  required  by  law  to  conduct  land  management  actions  on  public  land  administered  by  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  that  can  be  demonstrated  to  assist  in  the  recovery  of  designated  critical  habitat 
for  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  BLM  agrees  that  other  factors  outside  of  the  control  of  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  can  affect  the  survival  of  threatened  and  endangered  species.  However,  these 
factors  do  not  affect  the  legal  requirements  of  the  ESA. 
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data  on  tlic  influence  of  winter  grounds  (in  other  countries)  on  restoration  of  southwestern 
willow  flycatchers. 

5.  On  page  4-36  the  following  statement  is  made,  "TIius,  the  adaptive  Management 
Alternative  would  aim  to  provide  benefits  to  wildlife  species  that  could  be  significantly 
greater  than  the  benefits  expected  under  the  Current  Management  Alternative."  NMD  A 
requests  BLM  provide  data  or  citations  to  justify  this  statement. 

6.  After  analyzing  the  alternatives  and  looking  at  past  management  prescription,  how  does 
the  end  result,  relative  to  grazing,  of  each  alternative  differ  from  one  another?  It  appears 
the  main  management  tool  used  in  the  past  was  to  fence  a  riparian  area  and  exclude 
livestock.  The  tone  of  this  DEIS  (page  2-7)  can  be  summed  up  as  follows,  "...  the 
conventional  wisdom  [is]  that  grazing  by  domestic  livestock  is  an  inappropriate  use  of 
riparian  areas  and  should  not  be  allowed  at  any  time."  NMDA  requests  scientific 
literature  citations  that  support  this  conventional  wisdom.  On  page  3  of  BLM’s  own 
technical  report,  Grazing  Management  for  Riparian-Wetland  Areas,  the  following 
statement  is  made, 

Livestock  grazing  can  be  a  compatible  use  in  riparian  areas  when  managed 
in  harmony  vrith  land  management  objectives,  and  when  the  function, 
capability,  and  potential  of  the  site  and  the  needs  of  the  riparian  vegetation 
guide  the  development  of  grazing  management  prescription. 

Differing  opinions  exist  in  the  two  BLM  documents.  Why  is  livestock  grazing  considered 
a  compatible  use  of  riparian  areas  in  the  technical  report,  and  is  now  an  inappropriate  use 
of  riparian  areas  based  on  conventional  wisdom? 

7.  On  page  4-35,  "Under  this  approach  [Adaptive  Management],  the  scientific  uncertainty 
would  remain,  but  the  burden  of  proof  would  be  shifted  such  that  research  findings  would 
be  required  not  to  restrict  gazing  but  to  permit  it.  Given  the  unfavorable  economies  of 
most  grazing  leases,  the  most  sensible  course  could  well  be  to  eliminate  or  severely 
reduce  livestock  grazing  ..."  NMDA  requests  BLM  provide  elarifieation  of  this  whole 
passage.  In  the  first  sentence,  why  would  "research  findings"  be  required  to  permit 
livestock  grazing  on  federal  land?  Livestock  grazing  is  permitted  on  federal  land  under 
several  federal  laws.  Although  there  is  a  reference  cited  the  full  justification  of  this 
passage  should  be  presented  in  this  DEIS.  If  BLM  cannot  justify  this  statement,  it  should 
be  deleted  from  the  text.  NMDA  also  requests  clarification  of  the  second  sentence,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  "imfavorable  economies?"  Why  is  this  concept  mentioned?  Federal 
laws  allowing  for  livestock  grazing  do  not  require  "favorable  economies."  This  comment 
should  be  deleted  from  the  text. 
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Response  to  FAD-10: 

The  reader  is  directed  to  the  set  of  issues  discussed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS  (BLM  1999).  The 
primary  benefit  would  be  the  improvement  in  vegetation  composition  and  structure  and  the  associated 
reduction  in  sedimentation  runoff  into  receiving  water  bodies. 

Response  to  FAD-11: 

Except  for  Alternative  3  (Grazing  Management),  all  alternatives  provide  for  the  continuation  of 
domestic  livestock  grazing  that  is  governed  by  the  management  practices  that  protect  riparian  habitat. 

The  reference  to  conventional  wisdom  relates  to  the  perception  expressed  by  a  majority  of  commenters  in 
the  public  scoping  process  that  grazing  by  domestic  livestock  is  responsible  for  the  deterioration  of 
riparian  habitats.  Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  was  developed  in  response  to  that  observation, 
although  it  was  not  the  preferred  alternative  nor  was  it  selected  as  the  basis  for  the  HMP  contained  in  this 
document.  Although  the  grazing  management  alternative  would  exclude  grazing  by  domestic  livestock 
categorically  from  all  riparian  areas,  the  analysis  of  scientific  evidence  versus  conventional  wisdom  led 
to  the  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative,  which  does  provide  for  selective  livestock  grazing. 

Response  to  FAD- 12: 

The  BLM  agrees  that  this  statement  is  unclear.  Tables  4.4  through  4.6  of  the  DEIS  provide 
information  on  management  tasks  and  projects  planned  or  contemplated  for  the  riparian-wetland  areas 
within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Thus,  the  last  paragraph  of  Section  4.2.2. 1  should  have  been 
deleted.  Please  see  Appendix  A  of  Volume  1  of  the  FEIS  (the  Addendum  to  the  DEIS). 
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8.  Once  a  riparian  area  has  reached  proper  functioning  condition,  will  livestock  grazing  be 
resumed  for  alternatives  1  and  2?  During  a  drought,  will  the  riparian  exclosure  be  used  as 
a  relief  pasture?  If  grazing  will  not  be  resumed,  NMDA  requests  the  BLM  provide 
citations  or  additional  justification  for  not  resuming  grazing  in  a  riparian  area  that  has 
attained  PFC. 

9.  It  does  not  appear,  from  the  information  provided  in  this  DEIS,  there  is  a  protocol  in 
place  for  the  implementation  of  livestock  management  in  riparian  areas.  NMDA  requests 
BLM  provide  in  this  DEIS  the  criteria  to  be  used  for  implementing  each  livestock 
management  prescription,  riparian  pastures,  winter  grazing,  long-term  rest  or  total 
exclosure. 

1 0.  New  Mexico  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts  are  subdivisions  of  the  state  and 
should  be  listed  under  New  Mexico  State  Government. 

NMDA  believes  the  BLM  decisions  resulting  from  this  planning  process,  based  on  a  review  of 
the  preferred  alternatives,  could  potentially  have  a  negative  effect  on  permittees  and  local 
communities  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area.  As  such,  NMDA  requests  the  BLM  provide 
a  full  and  fair  disclosure  to  the  public  of  the  concerns  expressed  in  this  comment  letter. 
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Trank  A.  DuBois 
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Response  to  FAD-13: 

An  adaptive  management  strategy  allows  for  changes  in  domestic  livestock  grazing  activities  as  a 
function  of  the  condition  of  each  individual  riparian  area.  For  example,  under  Alternative  2  (Adaptive 
Management),  dormant  season  grazing  will  be  permitted  if  sufficient  vegetation  composition  and 
structure  are  present  in  riparian  areas.  However,  riparian  exclosures  will  not  be  developed  as  relief 
pastures  during  drought  conditions. 

Response  to  FAD-14: 

Please  see  Table  2.2  in  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 

Response  to  FAD-15: 

The  suggested  change  has  been  incorporated  in  Appendix  A  of  Volume  1  of  the  FEIS  (the 
Addendum  to  the  DEIS). 

Response  to  FAD-16: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment.  As  evidenced,  your  letter 
representing  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Agriculture’s  concerns  has  been  included  in  this  Comment 
and  Response  chapter  of  the  FEIS. 
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New  Mexico  Public  Lands  Council 
P.O.  Box  1633 
Roswell,  NM  88202 


January  12, 2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


BE-1 


BE-2 


BE-3 


BE-4 


BE-5 


BE-6 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

On  behalf  of  the  New  Mexico  Public  Lands  Council  (NMPLC)  and  its  membership,  I  am  writing  to 
comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The  NMPLC  is  strongly 
opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  We  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

1  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  NMPLC  members  are  also  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area.  Although  they 
will  be  affected  by  the  changes  proposed  in  this  draft  EIS,  they  did  not  receive  a  copy  of  the  document. 
These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review  and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock 
operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the  decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as 
the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from  affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

The  NMPLC  can  see  and  concurs  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing 
everything  towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas 
without  considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage 
for  one  single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some 
riparian  areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states 
“...riparian  habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by 
the  BLM.”  How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  We  do  have  some  additional,  specific  concerns,  which  are 
documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 
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Response  to  BE-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  BE-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  BE-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  BE-4; 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  BE-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  BE-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  needed  documentation  to  assist  in  developing 
field  office  budget  priorities. 
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BE-7 


BE-8 


BE-9 


BE- 10 


BE- 11 


BE- 12 


The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its, 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  C  WAP/Unifled  Strategy. 

We  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that 
any  Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking 
into  account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no 
value  in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field 
Office,  which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would 
you  not  look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other 
rural  families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of 
this  action? 

The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  The  NMPLC  does  not  disagree  that  historic 
overgrazing  may  have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state. 
However,  that  damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  We  feel  that  today’s  livestock  producers  have 
more  knowledge  and  manage  their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may 
have.  The  document’s  emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme 
because  of  today’s  management  techniques. 

NMPLC  disagrees  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
198 1  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determ ined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where 
livestock  and  wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights? 
Is  this  not  a  “taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of 
watering  sources  to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them 
better  manage  these  areas? 


BE- 13 


BE- 14 


8. 


BE- 15 


9. 


Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

Was  an  environmental  Justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 
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Response  to  BE-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 

Response  to  BE-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  BE-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  BE-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  to  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  BE-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  would  be  required  so  that  the  land  could  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 
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(cont.) 


this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


President 

Cc:  New  Mexico  Congressional  Delegation 

Governor  Gary  Johnson 
Lt.  Governor  Walter  Bradley 
Michelle  Chavez,  State  BLM  Director 
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Response  to  BE-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  would  be  required  so  that  the  land  could  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  BE-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  BE-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Gallic  Gnatkowski 

1400  Pennsylvania  NE,  Apl.  G 

Albuquerque,  NM  87110 

January  12,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


%  • 


vr 


RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


CG-1 

CG-2 


CG-3 


CG-4 


CG-5 


CG-6 


CG-7 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

1  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

I  can  see  and  concurs  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 
For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

I .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (C  WAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  ofNEPA,  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Deparmient  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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Response  to  CG-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  CG-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  CG-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  CG-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CG-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  CG-6; 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  needed  documentation  to  assist  in  developing 
field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  CG-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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CG-12 


CG-13 


CG-14 


CG-15 


2.  F  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  tlie  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  centui^  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  1  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
198 1  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determ ined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  year.s  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,’’  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  cat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  In  areas  where  live.stock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources  to 
be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these  areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  thc.se  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  .study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  live.stock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 
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Response  to  CG-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  CG-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  CG-10; 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  to  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  CG-11; 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CG-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  CG-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  CG-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  CG-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  6 

1445  ROSS  AVENUE,  SUITE  1200 
DALUS,  TX  75202*2733 

OOJM'i'' 

V  4.lB'JUUERQU£' 


H.M. 


January  12, 2000 


Mr.  Jim  Silva 
Project  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (B.M.) 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  NEPA,  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  Region  6 
office  in  Dallas,  Texas,  has  completed  a  limited  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  proposed,  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  area.  The  EIS  examines  a  range  of  alternatives  for  restoring  and  protecting  riparian 
habitats  under  BLM’s  jurisdiction  which  includes  grazing  management. 


MPJ-1 


Since  the  DEIS  is  programmatic  in  content  and  the  alternatives  considered  promote 
environmental  enhancement,  EPA  Region  6  has  limited  it  review  to  insure  that  the  DEIS  meets 
the  minimal  administrative  and  procedural  requirements  established  by  the  NEPA  and  the  CEQ 
Regulations.  EPA’s  limited  review  finds  the  DEIS  to  satisfy  this  requirement  and  takes  no 
position  (Lack  of  Objections)  on  the  preferred  action  or  the  alternatives. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DEIS.  EPA  requests  that  you  send  our 
office  one  copy  of  the  FEIS  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  sent  to  the  Office  of  Federal  Activities, 
EPA,  401  M  Street  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Michael  P.  Jansky(^ 
Environmental  Review  Coordinator 
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Response  to  MPJ-1: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  receipt  of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  6,  comments. 
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Center  for  Biological  Diversity 

protecting  and  restoring  the  west's  deserts,  grasslands,  rivers,  forests,  and  wildlife 
through  science,  education,  policy  development,  and  environmental  law 


January  12,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
BLM,  Albuquerque  Filed  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

RE:  Draft:  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  ManagSmeht  in 

the  Albuouerque  Field  Office  —  New  Mexico 

Please  accept  our  comments  regarding  the  above  mentioned  EIS. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  nearly  all  BLM  lands  in  New  Mexico  are  grazed,  and  most  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats  have  suffered  extensive  damage  we  support  Alternative  3,  exclusion  of 
livestock  use  in  all  riparian  habitats. 

The  DEIS  points  out  many  times  that  eliminating  livestock  use  in  riparitin  and  aquatic 
habitats  would  result  in  the  best  protection  for  threatened  and  endangered  wildlife  and  plants, 
water  quality,  recreation,  and  soils.  We  don’t  believe  that  the  DEIS  showed  scientifically  that 
manipulated  grazing  management  can  be  beneficial  to  riparian  habitats.  However,  Belsky,  1999 
shows  clearly  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  science  indicates  that  grazing  in  riparian  areas 
causes  harm  under  all  management  schemes. 

Alternative  Three  seems  to  be  the  best  action  in  light  of  all  that  will  be  gained.  In  the  long 
run  the  cost  will  far  out  way  the  expense  to  protect  T&E  species,  soils,  and  water  quality. 

Environmental  Consequences 

Section  4.1.1  seems  to  ntake  the  case  for  Alternative  Three  emphatically; 

“Livestock  grazing  has  damaged  80%  of  the  streams  and  riparian  ecosystems  in  arid 
regions  of  the  western  United  States.” 

“The  continued  decline  in  riparian  habitats  in  the  West  has  been  attributed,  in  part,  to 
increased  numbers  of  cattle  in  western  rangelands.” 

“Overgrazing  reduces  the  density  and  biomas  of  many  plant  and  animal  species,  reduces 
biodiversity,  aids  the  spread  of  exotic  species,  interrupts  ecological  succession,  impedes 
the  cycling  of  nitrogen  (the  most  important  limiting  nutrient  in  the  West),  changes  habitat 
structure,  disturbs  community  organization,  and  can  severely  impact  riparian-wetland 


Tucson  Office  PO  Box  710  Tucson.  AZ  85702-0710  TEL-  520.623.6252.  ext.  302  FAX:  520.623.9797 
E-mail:  sjimerfteld@8w-center.org  http://www.8w-center.oro  ©posf  consumer  content 
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Response  to  SJ-1; 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
Response  to  SJ-2: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 


( 
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habitats  (the  biologically  richest  habitats  in  the  region).” 

‘‘Cattle  prefer  to  graze  streamside  riparian  environments  because  these  areas  have  flatter 
terrain,  water,  shade,  and  more  succulent  vegetation.  Because  of  this  livestock  transition, 
riparian  areas  now  receive  heavier  grazing  pressures.” 

“Cattle  can  cause  more  damage  to  riparian  zones  than  their  often  small  numbers  would 
suggest.  They  tend  to  avoid  hot,  dry  environments  and  congregate  in  wet  areas  for  shade, 
water,  and  succulent  forage,  spending  5  to  30  times  more  time  in  riparian  zones  than 
would  be  predicted  from  surface  area  alone.” 

“The  physical  effects  of  overgrazing  on  streams  and  streambanks  can  include:  (1) 
shearing  of  streambank  soils;  (2)  increase  in  water  and  wind  erosion  of  exposed 
streambanks  and  channel  soils  because  of  loss  of  vegetative  cover;  (3)  caving-in  of 
streambanks  from  animal  pressure;  (4)  reductions  in  streambank  undercuts;  (5)  wider  and 
shallower  stream  channels;  (6)  lower  water  tables;  (7)  increases  in  streambank  slopes;  (8) 
increases  in  summer  stream  water  temperatures;  (9)  increases  in  streambank  instability; 
(10)  increases  in  suspended  solids.” 

“Overgrazing  also  has  detrimental  effects  on  the  biological  resources  of  riparian-wetland 
areas.  Livestock  can  alter  riparian  by  (1)  compaction  of  soil,  which  increases  runoff  and 
decreases  water  availability  to  plants;  (2)  removal  of  vegetation,  which  allows  soil 
temperatures  to  rise,  thereby  increasing  evaporation;  (3)  physical  damage  to  vegetation  by 
rubbing,  trampling,  and  browsing;  (4)  increased  dependance  on  shrubs  for  forage;  and  (5) 
altering  the  growth  form  of  plants  by  removing  terminal  buds  and  stimulating  lateral 
branching.” 

“Other  effects  of  grazing  on  riparian  vegetation  include  changes  in  species  composition; 
decreases  in  plant  vigor;  changes  in  timing  and  amounts  of  organic  energy  leaving  the 
riparian  zone;  decreases  in  canopy  cover;  reductions  of  vegetation  hanging  over  and  into 
the  water  column;  reduction  or  iteration  of  the  vertical  and  horizontal  components  of  the 
tree,  shrub,  and  herbaceous  layers;  and  creation  of  conditions  the  favor  exotic  species 
(such  as  saltccdar).” 

“Livestock  contribute  to  the  spread  of  exotic  plant  species  by  dispersing  seeds  in  fur  and 
dung  and  by  reducing  competition  from  native  species  by  eating  them.” 

“Cattle  grazing  can  alter  bird  species  composition  by  eliminating  rare  species  as 
ecological  generalists  invade  a  site.” 

“Ground  nesting  birds  are  probably  more  severely  effected  by  overgrazing  than  any  other 
group  of  wildlife.” 

“Given  the  ubiquity  of  grazing  in  the  West,  species  dependant  on  lush  ungrazed  ground 
cover  are  at  risk,  and  doubtless  their  populations  already  are  at  levels  far  below  historic 
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“Livestock  grazing  effects  raptors  primarily  by  influencing  the  abundance  and  availabilty 
of  their  prey  populations.” 

“Livestock  can  effect  small  mammals  directly  (by  trampling  burrows,  compacting  soil,  or 
competing  for  food)  and  indirectly  (by  altering  the  structure  or  species  composition  of  the 
vegetation  in  a  manner  that  influences  habitat  selection  by  small  mammals).” 

It  would  seem  that  in  light  of  this  overwhelming  evidence  that  the  preferred  alternative 
would  be  to  eliminate  cattle  grazing  entirely  from  the  western  range,  however  even  for  the  few 
remaining  riparian  areas  considered  in  this  DEIS  the  BLM  prefers  to  continue  grazing  cattle.  The 
preferred  alternative  is  based  largely  on  unsupported  statements  in  section  4.1.1.,  such  as; 

(1 )  “Dormant  season  use  by  livestock  can  generally  result  in  improvement  in  the 
condition  of  riparian  vegetation  and  in  streambank  stability.” 

(2)  The  best  time  for  livestock  to  use  riparian  areas  is  from  late  fall  to  just  before  peak 
demand  of  those  reserves  for  plant  growth  in  the  following  spring.” 

Neither  of  these  statements  are  supported  by  scientific  evidence.  In  fact  both  statements  are 
countered  by  previous  statements,  “cattle  will  concentrate  in  riparian  areas  in  the  fall  because 
adjacent  upland  vegetation  is  drier  and  less  palatable  than  riparian  vegetation.  As  herbaceous 
cover  is  depleted,  livestock  will  shift  browsing  riparian  shrubs  (especially  willows)  before  leaf 
drop,  reducing  residual  cover  needed  for  stream  bank  maintenance  during  subsequent  high  spring 
flows.”  “Although  riparian  vegetation  may  prove  resilient  in  the  presence  of  livestock  for  several 
years,  over  the  long  term,  species  composition,  structural  diversity,  width  of  riparian  zone,  and 
succession  may  be  affected  by  the  influence  of  livestock  on  the  establishment  and  survival  of  tree 
seedlings.” 

It  would  seem  that  proposing  to  develop  intensive  rest  rotation  riparian  pastures  would  be 
counter  to  all  that  has  been  presented  in  section  4.1.1  that  has  a  citation  other  than  internal  BLM 
documents.  In  degraded  areas,  the  cessation  of  livestock  grazing  for  5  years  or  more  or  perhaps 
permanently  will  be  necessary  to  restore  the  natural  vegetation  and  restore  other  natural  resource 
values  (Behnke  1979).  Why  does  the  BLM  propose  to  conduct  yet  another  elaborate  expensive 
experiment  with  our  riparian  habitat,  that  will  not  provide  any  knowledge  that  does  not  already 
exist?  It’s  simple  get  the  cows  off  and  you  will  have  everything  the  public  expects  of  our  public 
lands.  Catering  to  a  few  ranchers  is  not  working  in  the  interest  of  the  American  public. 

Additionally,  protecting  T&E  species  and  working  toward  their  delisting  will  not  be 
accomplished  by  maintaining  the  status  quo.  Species  need  to  be  recovered,  that  is  they  need  to 
have  their  numbers  and  range  increase.  Species  like  the  Mexican  gray  wolf  will  not  be  delisted  as 
long  as  they  are  confined  to  a  small  area  which  limits  their  numbers.  Live  stock  numbers  and 
distribution  will  have  to  brought  under  control.  The  ubiquity  of  the  livestock  problem  will  in  and 
of  itself  prevent  the  recovery  of  the  wolf.  This  will  lead  to  more  lawsuits,  huge  expenses  to  the 
public,  and  a  crime  against  our  children. 
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Response  to  SJ-3: 

The  purpose  of  riparian  habitat  management  is  to  focus  on  the  health  of  these  areas;  however,  the 
BLM  has  other  goals  that  it  needs  to  achieve  to  fulfill  its  mandate  for  managing  its  lands  to  accommodate 
multiple  uses.  Where  possible,  the  BLM  is  expected  to  find  harmony  between  productive  natural 
rangelands  and  the  communities  dependent  upon  those  rangelands. 

Response  to  SJ-4; 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  SJ-5: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Recovery  of  the  Mexican  gray  wolf  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS 
process. 
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Support  for  this  claim  is  supported  in  your  acknowledgment  of  the  following  scientific 
fact,  “small  mammals  provide  an  important  base  for  many  animals  at  higher  trophic  levels.”  As 
well  as  the  impact  to  deer,  elk,  and  other  food  bases  of  the  wolf. 

I  would  now  like  to  focus  on  the  following  two  statement  in  the  DEIS; 

(1)  “where  grazing  occurs  in  riparian  areas,  seasonal  use  (particularly  the  dormant 
season)  is  the  preferred  management  technique  to  maintain  these  areas  once  they 
have  attained  proper  functioning  condition.” 

(2)  The  extreme  position  is  that  livestock  grazing  should  be  excluded  from  Western 
riparian  ecosystems  wherever  possible  because  of  the  scarcity  of  these  areas  and 
their  importance  to  wildlife.” 

Number  one  assumes  that  riparian  areas  can  be  “maintained”  with  cattle  grazing,  yet  no  evidence 
is  given  to  support  this  statement  other  than  the  table  in  appendix  B.  High  quality  functioning 
riparian  is  not  a  result  of  grazing. 

BLM  criteria  for  PFC  can  be  met  after  an  area  has  been  excluded  from  grazing,  or  has 
been  severely  limited  to  cattle  impacts.  That  is  because  BLM  criteria  for  PFC  is  compromised  in 
order  to  allow  the  continuation  of  grazing.  Nearly  all  non-agency  peer-reviewed  scientific 
literature  shows  that  cattle  degrade  riparian  ecosystems  under  all  management  schemes.  Cattle 
are  returned  or  allowed  to  continue  to  graze  riparian  ecosystems  because  that  is  the  agencies 
preferred  management  practice,  not  because  it  will  “maintain”  the  system  as  PFC. 

Number  two  is  the  most  puzzling  of  all.  The  overwhelming  scientific  evidence  supports 
the  removal  of  cattle  from  nearly  all  western  range,  and  the  majority  of  Americans  support  the 
removal  of  cattle  to  protect  wildlife  and  water,  yet  the  BLM  views  this  as  an  extreme  position. 

I  would  argue  that  the  extreme  position  would  be  to  allow  the  BLM  and  other  Federal  and  State 
agencies  to  continue  to  endanger  wildlife  and  plants,  cause  flooding  and  desertification,  pollute 
the  water,  and  spend  millions  of  our  tax  dollars  every  year  to  do  it.  Your  position  is  extreme  and 
a  complete  attack  on  common  sense  which  shows  a  deep  systemic  lack  of  accountability  to  Ae 
American  people.  How  did  the  BLM  obtain  this  position?  Is  there  any  evidence  that  proves  it  to 

be  true? 


Proposed  Management 

We  propose  the  BLM  choose  Alternative  Three  which  would  remove  cattle  from  all  the 
riparian  areas  described  in  the  DEIS.  We  also  believe  that  changes  in  the  managernent  of  the 
uplands  regarding  cattle  will  need  to  be  considered.  None  of  the  proposed  alternatives  c^ 
achieve  their  intended  results  until  the  uplands  are  considered  as  well.  The  only  alternative  that 
guarantees  a  level  of  recovery  acceptable  given  the  exclusion  of  management  changes  in  the 
uplands  is  Alternative  Three. 

Drought  Management 
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Response  to  SJ-6; 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land.  Grazing  in  riparian  areas  will  be  subject  to  monitoring  to  determine  whether 
riparian  health  is  being  maintained.  Where  grazing  is  contributing  to  resource  degradation,  the  BLM  will 
modify  the  management  of  the  allotment.  , 

Response  to  SJ-7: 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  BLM  to  improve  the  health  of  the  land,  not  to  stop  livestock  grazing  on  public 
lands  or  put  anyone  out  of  business.  If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  find  out  the  causes.  If 
an  action  needs  to  be  taken  to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will 
be  determined.  For  example,  if  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public  land  is  not  healthy  because  of  current 
grazing  practices,  a  change  in  management  of  livestock  would  be  required.  If  it  is  determined  that  the 
public  land  is  not  healthy  because  of  another  use  (e.g.,  recreation),  a  change  in  management  of  that  land 
use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential.  The  purpose  of  riparian  habitat 
management  is  to  focus  on  the  health  of  these  areas;  however,  the  BLM  has  other  goals  that  it  needs  to 
achieve  to  fulfill  its  mandate  for  managing  public  land  for  multiple  uses.  Thus,  where  possible,  the  BLM 
is  expected  to  find  harmony  between  productive  natural  rangelands  and  the  communities  dependent  upon 

those  rangelands. 

Response  to  SJ-8: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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It  is  increasingly  understood  that  the  climate  of  the  arid  southwest  is  not  predictable,  and 
more  variable  than  previously  thought.  A  great  deal  of  the  damage  caused  by  cattle  to  the  land 
happens  during  periods  of  drought.  Often  the  damage  caused  during  a  drought  is  irreparable  or 
takes  a  very  long  time  period  to  recover  (often  it  will  not  as  cattle  are  left  to  continue  degrading 
the  land  or  maintain  the  level  of  degradation  caused  during  the  drought).  BLM  needs  to  begin 
incorporating  a  Drought  Management  Plan  into  all  grazing  leases. 

Management  plans  never  consider  the  issue  of  drought.  The  BLM  needs  a  mechanism  built  into 
the  permit  which  would  allow  for  a  quick  implementation  of  a  previously  decided  plan  to  handle 
a  dry  period.  Often  a  dry  period  can  be  as  short  as  3  for  4  months,  and  depending  on  the  time  of 
year  cattle  impacts  could  be  severe.  Often  the  only  solution  is  to  remove  the  cattle  until  the  dry 
period  has  ended.  Under  current  management  practices  this  is  nearly  impossible. 

That  concludes  our  comments.  Please  keep  me  informed  as  to  any  decisions  or  ftirther  public 
participation  processes. 


Sincerely, 


Shane  Jimerfield 
Assistant  Director 
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Response  to  SJ-9: 

BLM  riparian  area  management  TR  1737-14  (BLM  1997)  addresses  the  livestock  management 
considerations  associated  with  drought  conditions.  Under  adaptive  management  (Alternative  2),  changes 
in  riparian  habitat  management  (e.g.,  livestock  use)  could  be  made  in  response  to  prolonged  drought 

conditions. 
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Diann  Lee 
P.  O.  Box  515 
Bosque,  NM  87006-0515 

January  12,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


DL-1 


DL-2 


DL-3 


DL-4 


DL-5 


DL-6 


DL-7 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  I,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

I  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

1  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  ElS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  arc  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1 .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (C  WAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 

state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  .significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (OA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unificd  Strategy. 
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Response  to  DL-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  DL-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  DL-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  DL-4; 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  DL-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  DL-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  DL-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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DL-11 


DL-12 


DL-13 


DL-14 


DL-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  I'he  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discus.scs  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  stale.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  1  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determ ined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  arc  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  13LM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 
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Response  to  DL-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  DL-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 
within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  DL-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  DL-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  DL-12; 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  DL-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  our  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock  use  the 
land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public  land  is  not 
healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in  management  of  that 
land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  cun-ent  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  DL-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 

planning. 

Response  to  DL-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Mike  Lee 

P.  O.  Uox  5 1 5 

Dosque,  NM  87006-0515 

January  12,2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office 


ML-1 

ML-2 

ML-3 

ML-4 

ML-5 

ML-6 

ML-7 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  I.  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

1  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  proce.ss.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

I  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  .stales  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  .states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

J  •  fhe  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  water.sheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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Response  to  ML-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  ML-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  ML-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  ML-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  ML-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  ML-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  ML-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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ML-8 


ML-9 


ML- 10 


ML- 11 


ML- 12 


ML- 13 


ML- 14 


ML- 15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  tlie  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  I  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why 
would  you  ba.se  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  1 8  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  .statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  live.stock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  ripariiin  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Mike  Lee 
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Response  to  ML-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  ML-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 

within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  ML-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 

that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  ML-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  our  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock  use  the 
land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public  land  is  not 
healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in  management  of  that 
land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  ML- 12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 


7-257 


CHAPTER  1 


[This  page  intentionally  left  blank.] 


1-282 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  ML- 13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  tor 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
obiectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 


Response  to  ML-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  a  owe  wit  in 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 

planning. 


Response  to  ML- 15: 


As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the 
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City  of  t/itbuquerque 

P.O.  BOX  1293  ALBUQUERQUE.  NEW  MEXICO  87103 


OL-1 


January  12, 2000 


Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Mont^o  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

The  following  are  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  stated 
above.  As  previously  discussed  in  telephone  conversations.  Open  Space  Division  (OSD) 
is  of  the  opinion  that  the  portion  of  Las  Huertas  Creek  that  is  on  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  land  should  be  included  in  this  analysis. 

The  New  Mexico  Riparian  Council  defines  riparian  as  ‘where  water  meets  land.*  The 
term  riparian  and  ‘bosque’  are  often  times  used  interchangeably  and  refer  to  ‘a  forested 
area  along  a  waterway.’  ‘Bosque’  or  ‘riparian’  areas  are  dominated  by  native  species 
such  as  cottonwood  and  willow.  In  the  Bosque  Biological  Management  Plan  (Crawford 
et  al.,  1993),  ‘a  riparian  ecosystem  is  made  up  of  three  major  components:  a  river  or 
stream,  the  riparian  zone  (streambank  and  adjacent  area),  and  the  surrounding 
floodplain.’ 

The  following  documents  provide  information  stating  that  this  Creek  supports  riparian 
habitat: 

1)  Dunmire,  William  W.  1997.  Biological/Environmental  Survey:  Placitas  Open 
Space. 

This  document  is  specific  to  the  Creek  within  the  Placitas  Open  Space  which  is 
directly  adjacent  to  BLM  on  the  northern  boimdary  of  the  Open  Space  as  the  Creek 
crosses  onto  BLM  land.  Young  native  cottonwood  and  willow  trees  are  prevalent  in  this 
area. 


CD 

CD 
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Response  to  OL-1: 

The  riparian  area  along  Las  Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  to  the  areas  to  receive  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  (see  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  Volume  2  of  the  FEIS). 
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OL-3 


2)  'fhe  Committee  for  a  Las  Huertas  Creek  Nature  Reserve.  1995.  Planning  for 
the  Management  and  Use  of  City  of  Albuquerque  Open  Space  on  Las  Huertas 
Creek  in  Placitas. 

This  document  also  gives  a  description  of  the  Creek  within  Placitas  Open  Space 
Including  cottonwood  and  willow  species  within  the  Creek. 

3)  Linderoth,  Ondrea.  1998.  Las  Huertas  Creek  Watershed  Management  Plan. 
This  document  discusses  the  current  resources  and  management  opportunities 

along  the  Creek  throughout  its  total  reach  from  the  headwaters  on  U.S.  Forest  Service 
land/Sandia  Mountains  down  to  its  outfall  into  the  Rio  Grande  in  Bernalillo.  A  copy  is 
enclosed. 

4)  Scurlock,  Dan.  1997.  An  eco-cultural  overview  of  the  560-acre  Open  Space 
tract,  Las  Huertas  basin.  Sandoval  County,  New  Mexico. 

This  document  gives  an  overview  of  the  historical  plant  communities  present  in 
the  Creek  including  a  cottonwood-willow  plant  community. 

Along  with  letters  that  you  have  received  from  the  community  and  other  agencies,  OSD 
wishes  to  express  its  concern  that  Las  Huertas  Creek  was  not  included  in  this  EIS  and  ask 
that  it  and  the  riparian  habitat  that  is  supports  on  the  BLM  be  included  for  riparian 
management.  OSD  would  look  forward  to  joint  initiatives  for  riparian  restoration  work 
along  the  Creek.  OSD  has  initiated  the  first  phase  of  restoration  work  along  the  Creek  on 
the  Open  Space  with  native  tree  plantings  to  be  installed  by  volunteers  on  February  5, 
2000. 

Page  1-6  of  the  document  shows  the  land  status  of  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
including  current  ownership  and  management  of  other  lands.  A  copy  of  the  Open  Space 
Facility  Plan  map  is  enclosed  which  shows  the  location  of  the  Placitas  Open  Space  and 
other  lands  which  you  may  choose  to  include  on  your  map. 

OSD  looks  forward  to  working  together  to  attain  ‘proper  functioning  condition*  of  Las 
Huertas  Creek  in  Placitas.  Please  contact  me  with  any  comments  or  questions  at  452- 
5211  or  oltnderoth@cabq.gov. 


Sincerely 


Ondrea  Linderoth-Hummel 
Program  Manager 
Open  Space  Division 
Parks  and  Recreation  Department 


Enclosures 
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Response  to  OL-2: 

The  BLM  welcomes  partners  and  volunteers  who  can  assist  with  the  restoration  of  riparian  habitats 
in  New  Mexico. 

Response  to  OL-3: 

Thank  you  for  your  comments.  The  information  that  was  provided  by  your  organization  will  be  used 
to  assist  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  with  riparian  habitat  restoration  planning  and  implementation. 


7-287 


CHAPTER  1 


Mrs.  Lou  McDonald 
P.  O.  Box  4676 
Muachuca  City,  AZ  85616 

January  12,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


MLM-1 

MLM-2 

MLM-3 

MLM-4 

MLM-5 

MLM-6 

MLM-7 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  1  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  1  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management, 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

1  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  Impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

1  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  el.se?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  veiy  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

I.  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  ct  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 


1-288 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  MLM-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  MLM-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  MLM-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  MLM-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  MLM-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 
net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  MLM-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  MLM-7 : 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  arc  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  .scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  1  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  in.stalled?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  (his  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  Into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Sitvtttrely,  ^ 

Mrs.  Lou  McDonald 
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Response  to  MLM-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  MLM-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 

within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  MLM-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  MLM-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  MLM-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  MLM-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  tor 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 


Response  to  MLM-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  al  owe  wit  in 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 

planning. 


Response  to  MLM-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  o 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Public  Commeni  <swcbd0sw-conter.org>  on  01/12/Z00O  05:29:03  PM 


To.  gisOsw-center.ofg,  )sllva 

cc:  (bcc:Jam«sSllva/AUFCVNM/BLMA)OI> 

Subiecl:  Commonis  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat;  Atooquarque  Field  OWlce 


Name;  TIFFANI  MONTOYA 
Address:  1610  HWY  170 
City:  UtPLATA 
State;  NM 
Zip:  87418 

Phone:  505-325-7682  . 

Subject:  Coweents  for  DEIS  for  Riperlan  and  A<iu»tic  Habitat:  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
Comaenta:  Please  accept  my  corwients  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  In  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Alternative  1,  current  management  is  the  only  way  to  go.  these  enviros  are  trying  to  take  over  everything  and  they 
do  not  even  know  the  country  or  what  its  history  is.  This  report  was  very  contradictory.  No  livestock  associations  were 
included  in  the  consulted  agencies,  therefore  I  do  not  believe  that  we  were  well  represented. 


Remote  Addr:  207.66.2.135 

HTTP  User  Agent:  Mozilla/4.0  (compatible;  MSIB  4.01;  MSN  2.5;  Windows  98) 
HTTPiReferer:  http: //www. sw-center.org/awebd/activist/blmalb.html 
HTTP_Froni:  I  null) 
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Response  to  TM-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 
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*Jteeo-  'TfCexieo-  /4u€Cu6oh-  Society 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  30002  —  ALBUQUERQUE,  NEW  MEXICO  87190 

January  12,  2000 


Jim  Silva,  BLM  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
435  Montano  Road  N.E. 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87107-4935 

Re:  Draft  EIS  For  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the 

Albuquerque  Field  Office  —  New  Mexico 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


JDM-1 


Wc  write  to  strongly  encourage  you  to  adopt  Alternative  3  presented  in  the  draft 
EIS  and  to  adopt  that  alternative  for  purposes  of  preparing  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Riparian  areas  are  critical  to  wildlife,  including  birds,  in  the  arid  Southwest. 
However,  it  is  known  that  livestock  grazing  has  a  particularly  detrimental  impact  on 
riparian  areas.  Cattle,  like  people,  like  to  be  around  water,  but  graze  so  as  to  destroy 
covering  vegetation  resulting  in  erosion,  loss  of  wildlife  habitat,  etc. 

Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments,  and  we,  again,  strongly  encourage 
you  to  adopt  Alternative  3  in  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


JDM:pn 


Jeffrey  D.  Myers,  Conservation  Chair 


cc;  Beth  Hurst-Waitz,  President,  Central  New  Mexico  Audubon  Society 
David  Henderson,  Director,  National  Audubon  Society-New  Mexico 

F  APete\CORRESP\ElS- Audubon-S  i  1  va.l  tr.  doc 


cr> 

CD 
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Response  to  JDM-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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Public  Comment  <swcbd@sw-centef.org>  on  01/12/2000  09:24:42  PM 


To:  gis@sw-center.org,  jsilva 

cc;  (bcc:  James  Silva/AUFO/NM/BLM/DOl) 

Subject:  Comments  DEIS  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat;  Albuquerque  Field  Office 


TS-1 


Name:  Troy  Sauble 

Address:  3405  Calle  Cuervo  NW  Apt  613 

City:  Albuquerque 

State:  NM 

Zip:  87114 

Phone:  899-2102 

Subject;  Comments  for  DEIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat;  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
Comments:  Please  accept  my  comments  below  regarding  the  management  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

I  belive  that  you  need  to  listen  to  and  include  everyone  in  this  decision  and  not 
give  in  to  the  radical  enviormental  movement  who's  only  goal  is  to  deny  the  people 
of  New  Mexico  access  to  the  lemds  and  means  of  support  that  they  have  depended  on 
for  generations.  There  should  be  a  middle  ground  that  all  can  agree  to  meet.  I  ask  that 
you  stop  and  think  about  the  people  who  use  the  Ictnd  and  depend  upon  it  and  who  have 
cared  for  it  for  generations  before  these  new  comers  and  their  big  bucks  and  lawsuits. 
Thank  you  for  your  efforts  and  time. 


Remote_Addr:  216.161.46.185 

HTTP_lJser_Agent :  Mozilla/4.04  [en]  (Win95;  U) 

HTTP_Ref erer :  http: //www. sw-center . org/swcbd/activist/blmalb. html 
HTTP_From :  (null) 
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Response  to  TS-1: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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STATE  01'  NEW  MEXICO 

DEPARTMENT  OF  GAME  &  FISH 

Villagra  Biiililiiig 
I'.O.  Box  ’.SIC 
Sitniii  Kc.  NM  X7.VI  I 


DIRECTOR  AND  SECRETARY 

TO  THE  COMMISSION  visit  imr  Wch  Site  lunmt  iHigi-  .11  liiip;//«««.ginrsli.'>lau’.ni<).ii> 

Gerald  A.  Maracchirti  Tor  batic  itil'ormalion  tir  m  onlcr  tree  puhlteatUiiis:  l  -Xt)0-Kft’-y.>lll 


GOVERNOR 
Gary  E.  Johnson 


STATE  GAME  COMMISSION 

William  H  Brinlnstool.  Chairman 
Jal.  NM 

BudHellinga 
Laa  Ciucaa,  NM 

Steven  C.  Emery 
AlOuquerque.  NM 

Slevo  Padilla 
Albuquerque.  NM 

Stephen  E.  Dcerr 
PoriBlea,  NM 

Qail  J  Cramer 
Farmington.  NM 

George  A  Onega 
Santa  Fe.  NM 


TWS-1 


TWS-2 


TWS-3 


Mr.  Jim  Silva 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

RE:  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

Farmington  Field  Office 
NMGF  Doc.  No.  6936 

Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

The  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  (Department)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  Aquatic  and  Riparian  Habitat  Management  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  the  Farmington  Field  Office. 

Page  1-1,  under  heading  1.2:  Background,  states  that  the  BLM  defines  a  “riparian  area” 
as  an  area  of  land  directly  influenced  by  permanent  water,  having  visible  vegetation  or 
physical  characteristics  reflective  of  permanent  water  influence.  We  recommend 
elaborating  on  the  definition  of  “riparian  area”.  For  example,  some  ephemeral  washes 
have  intermittent  stream  flow  and  no  visible  signs  of  permanent  water,  but  also  contain 
the  vegetative  component  important  to  wildlife  and  indicative  of  riparian  habitat. 

The  Department  concurs  with  Alternative  2:  Adaptive  Management.  This  alternative 
provides  a  proactive  approach  for  planning  and  implementing  strategies  for  restoring  and 
protecting  riparian  habitats,  and  incorporates  a  set  of  activities  intended  to  achieve 
measurable  improvement  of  riparian  habitat  and  function.  Alternative  2  also  provides  the 
Department  and  other  interested  parties  the  opportunity  for  further  comment  at  the  project 
level  as  management  actions  are  developed  for  specific  riparian  areas. 

For  your  information,  species  accounts  and  habitat  associations  can  be  accessed  from  the 
Department’s  Biota  Information  System  of  New  Mexico  (BISON-M)  database  via  the 
worldwide  web  at  http://nmnhD.unm.edu/bisonm/BISON.CFM  or 
http://www.fw.vt.edu/fishex/states/nm.htm. 


January  12,  2000^ 


r"' 
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Response  to  TWS-1: 

There  are  many  different  definitions  for  riparian  areas;  however,  many  show  similar  characteristics. 
The  following  is  the  actual  BLM  riparian  policy  definition: 

An  area  of  land  directly  influenced  by  permanent  water.  It  has  visible  vegetation  or  physical 
characteristics  reflective  of  permanent  water  influence.  Lake  shores  and  streambanks  are 
typical  riparian  areas.  Excluded  are  such  sites  as  ephemeral  streams  or  washes  that  do  not 
exhibit  the  presence  of  vegetation  dependent  upon  free  water  in  the  soil  (BLM  1993b). 

Response  to  TWS-2: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  2  is  noted. 

Response  to  TWS-3: 

The  State  of  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  (NMDG&F)  Biota  Information  System  of 
New  Mexico  (BISON-M)  database  was  used,  particularly  in  preparation  of  the  Biological  Evaluation  for 
the  DEIS  and  the  FEIS.  The  BLM  wishes  to  thank  the  NMDG&F  for  making  this  information  available 

to  the  public. 
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Mr.  Jim  Silva 


2 


January  1 1 , 2000 


Should  you  have  any  further  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  Mike 
Gustin,  Habitat  Specialist,  at  841-8881  or  email  at  mgustin@state.nm.us 


Sincerely, 


Tod  W.  Stevenson 

Chief,  Conservation  Services  Division 


TWS/MLG 

CC:  Supervisor  (Ecological  Services  Field  Office,  USFWS) 

Scott  Brown  (Assistant  Director,  NMGF) 

Glenn  Case  (NW  Area  Supervisor,  NMGF) 

Robert  Livingston  (NW  Area  Asst.  Chief,  NMGF) 

Conservation  Services  Technical  Guidance  Asst.  Chief  (NMGF) 
Bruce  Mazuranich  (District  Supervisor,  NMGF) 

Bob  Culp  (District  Training  Officer,  NMDGF) 

Mark  Watson  (Conservation  Services  Habitat  Specialist,  NMGF 
Mike  Gustin  (NW  Area  Operations  Habitat  Specialist,  NMGF) 
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[This  page  intentionally  left  blank.] 
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Randy  Summers 

3821  Don  Juan  Court,  NW 

Albuquerque,  NM  87107 

January  12,  2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


00JA[l  /  r,  , 

*  »  .  v“  * 

■iu-uaucjout-.  itM. 


RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 

Field  Office 


RS-1 

RS-2 


RS-3 


RS-4 


RS-5 

RS-6 


RS-7 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

I  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  DLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

I  can  see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  Improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1 .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (C  WAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 

state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  et  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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Response  to  RS-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  RS-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  RS-3: 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  RS-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RS-5; 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 

net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  RS-6: 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  RS-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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RS-9 


RS-10 


RS-11 


RS-I2 


RS-13 


RS-14 


RS-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  taking  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  I  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-tenn  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  I  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  live.stock  competition.  Although  studies  conducted  in 
198 1  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  eat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  are  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  lea.st  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 
Sincescly, 


mers 
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Response  to  RS-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  RS-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 

within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  RS-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  RS-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  nurnbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RS-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  RS-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determined  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  cuiTent  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RS-14; 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 

planning. 

Response  to  RS-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Rachel  Thomas 
P.  O.  Box  4637 
Huachuca  City,  AZ  85616 

January  12,2000 

Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Rd.,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


RE;  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office 


RT-1 


RT-2 


RT-3 


RT-4 


RT-5 


RT-6 


RT-7 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  above-specified  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  the  preferred  alternative  specified  in  the  draft  EIS,  adaptive  management,  or  any  other 
alternative  that  would  adversely  affect  grazing  permittees  and  livestock  producers,  and/or  other  users  who 
depend  upon  the  land  to  provide  their  livelihoods.  I  support  Alternative  1,  Current  Management. 

I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  the  proper  use  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  with  no  changes  from  current 
management,  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  that  was  used  in  this 
document. 

I  would  like  to  request  a  60-day  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to  participate 
in  the  process.  Many  BLM  permittees  in  the  Albuquerque  area  have  not  yet  received  copies  of  the  EIS 
although  they  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  These  permittees  need  a  chance  to  receive,  review 
and  comment  on  the  document,  since  their  livestock  operations  and  livelihoods  will  be  impacted  by  the 
decision  made.  Since  this  document  will  also  serve  as  the  EIS  for  the  RMP  amendment,  participation  from 
affected  interests  is  even  more  important. 

I  can  .see  and  concur  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  riparian  areas.  However,  managing  everything 
towards  one  single  goal  will  not  work.  How  can  you  manage  for  the  health  of  the  riparian  areas  without 
considering  all  of  the  other  elements  that  make  up  the  ecosystem?  Why  would  you  want  to  manage  for  one 
single  idea  to  the  exclusion  of  anything  else?  Since  current  management  has  already  restored  some  riparian 
areas,  why  not  continue  with  what  is  already  working?  Page  S-2  of  the  draft  EIS,  states  “...riparian 
habitats  are  critical  but  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large  amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.” 
How  can  the  BLM  manage  all  of  its  land  towards  the  health  of  those  very  small  areas? 

Additionally,  when  management  has  one  single  focus,  rather  than  being  balanced,  conflicts  can  develop. 

For  example,  the  draft  EIS  discusses  the  need  to  treat  invasive  weeds,  including  salt  cedar,  to  improve 
riparian  health.  However,  the  document  also  states  that  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  nests  in  salt 
cedar.  How  will  this  conflict  be  resolved?  Other  concerns  are  documented  below. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  for  the  focus  on  riparian  management,  rather  than  continuing  to  manage  for 
different  goals,  is  a  lack  of  funding.  If  there  is  not  enough  money  to  manage  with  a  balanced  approach, 
where  will  the  money  come  from  to  focus  on  riparian  management? 

1 .  The  use  of  the  Clean  Water  Action  Plan  (CWAP)  as  a  guide  for  the  quality  of  watersheds  in  the 
state  is  inappropriate  and  in  violation  of  NEPA.  The  CWAP  is  a  significant  Federal  action  that 
requires  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or  full  EIS  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
NEPA.  The  required  EA  and/or  EIS  have  not  been  completed.  Additionally,  any  use  of  the 
CWAP  should  be  held  up  until  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  the  lawsuit  filed  against  its 
implementation.  The  lawsuit  has  been  filed  by  the  Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation 
Districts  ct  al  vs.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  US  Department  of  Agriculture,  US 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  US  Department  of  Interior  regarding  the  CWAP/Unified  Strategy. 
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Response  to  RT-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  RT-2: 

This  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  RT-3; 

The  comment  period  was  extended  to  February  12,  2000  (30-day  extension),  in  response  to  several 
requests. 

Response  to  RT-4: 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  these  uses  may 
continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards  or  objectives,  the  uses 
will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper  management  of  the  riparian/aquatic 
habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RT-5: 

Management  of  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive  will  occur  after  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  management 
needs  for  each  riparian  area.  Please  see  the  HMP  (V olume  2  of  the  FEIS)  for  information  on  invasive 
species  control  for  riparian  areas.  In  areas  that  contain  potential  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat, 
saltcedar  (or  other  exotic  species)  will  be  removed  only  as  native  species  become  established  so  that  no 

net  loss  of  habitat  will  occur. 

Response  to  RT-6; 

Funding  issues  did  not  drive  the  need  to  develop  riparian  and  aquatic  HMPs.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS, 
improving  riparian  habitat  has  and  continues  to  be  a  BLM  management  goal.  While  developing  budget 
priorities  continues  to  be  a  challenge  for  public  and  private  organizations,  the  BLM  does  not  view  the 
funding  for  riparian  management  as  a  “zero  sum  game”  that  deprives  other  field  office  activities  of 
adequate  funding.  A  HMP  for  riparian  systems  provides  the  documentation  needed  to  assist  in 
developing  field  office  budget  priorities. 

Response  to  RT-7: 

The  CWAP  contains  publicly  available  data  and  technical  monitoring  information  that  was 
referenced  in  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  these  data  to  characterize  the  general  condition  of  New  Mexico 
watersheds  gives  the  reader  the  most  current  technical  information  available. 
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RT-8 


RT-9 


RT-10 


RT-11 


RT-12 


RT-13 


RT-14 


RT-15 


2.  I  question  the  presumptions  that  you  made  in  the  socioeconomic  sections  of  this  draft  EIS  that  any 
Alternative  will  not  have  a  direct  impact  on  any  economics  of  this  area.  You  are  not  talcing  into 
account  the  economic  impacts  to  individual  producers.  The  Socioeconomic  Analysis  has  no  value 
in  determining  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  citizens  within  the  Taos  Field  Office, 
which  is  the  whole  goal  of  the  analysis,  because  it  only  uses  statewide  totals.  Why  would  you  not 
look  at  the  effects  to  individuals  in  your  office  as  well  as  to  rural  communities  and  other  rural 
families  impacted?  Would  that  not  be  the  best  way  to  analyze  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  this 
action? 

3.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  fencing  specifications.  Who  will  install  these  fences  if  they  are  required? 
Who  will  pay  for  them?  Who  will  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  upkeep? 

4.  Section  4.1.1  of  the  draft  EIS  addresses  grazing.  1  do  not  disagree  that  historic  overgrazing  may 
have  caused  long-term  damage  to  many  rangelands  and  other  areas  in  the  state.  However,  that 
damage  Is  probably  a  century  old.  Today’s  livestock  producers  have  more  knowledge  and  manage 
their  operations  more  scientifically  than  producers  in  the  past  may  have.  The  document’s 
emphasis  on  the  problems  caused  by  overgrazing  seems  more  than  extreme  because  of  today’s 
management  techniques. 

5.  I  also  disagree  with  the  section  on  page  4-6  regarding  the  overlap  in  diets  between  big  game 
species  and  domestic  livestock  and  elk  and  livestock  competition.  Although  .studies  conducted  in 
1981  may  have  been  accurate  at  that  time,  newer  information  is  available.  The  entire  concept  of 
using  science  is  to  use  the  best  available,  not  select  what  supports  a  pre-determined  action.  Why 
would  you  base  management  decisions  on  information  that  is  18  and  19  years  old  when  newer 
data  is  available?  Newer  data  shows  that  competition  between  wildlife,  especially  elk,  and 
domestic  livestock  has  increased  substantially.  The  statement  “some  studies  have  shown  that  big 
game  prefer  pastures  devoid  of  domestic  livestock,”  is  untrue.  Elk  prefer  areas  where  livestock 
graze  to  cat  the  regrowth  of  herbaceous  material. 

6.  The  draft  EIS  states  that  alternative  water  sources  will  be  provided  in  areas  where  livestock  and 
wildlife’s  access  to  riparian  areas  have  been  denied.  What  happens  to  water  rights?  Is  this  not  a 
“taking”  of  private  property?  Who  will  pay  for  these  wells  and/or  other  forms  of  watering  sources 
to  be  installed?  What  incentives  have  been  offered  to  permittees  to  help  them  better  manage  these 
areas? 

7.  Why  has  the  damage  caused  by  elk  or  other  wildlife  to  these  riparian  areas  not  been 
mentioned  or  addressed  in  the  document?  How  can  riparian  area  management  be  improved  if  the 
impacts  caused  by  ALL  animals  grazing  in  the  area  has  not  been  analyzed?  Will  hunting  and 
fishing  in  these  areas  be  denied  also?  How  will  you  keep  recreational  users  out  of  these  areas? 

8.  Was  an  environmental  justice  study  conducted  on  this  draft  EIS?  If  so,  what  were  the  results? 
What  are  the  low  income  and  minority  populations?  How  will  these  impacts  be  mitigated?  Given 
the  ethnic  makeup  of  the  Albuquerque  area,  they  arc  likely  to  be  enormous. 

9.  Why  were  no  organizations  representing  the  livestock  industry  contacted  for  input  into 

this  draft  EIS?  It  seems  that  before  considering  an  action  which  will  have  such  an  impact  on 
livestock  producers,  the  BLM  would  at  least  contact  producers  or  the  organizations  that  represent 
those  producers. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 
Rachel  Thomas 
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Response  to  RT-8: 

None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total 
numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within  allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Thus,  there  is  no 
need  to  develop  detailed  analyses  of  potential  economic  impacts. 

Response  to  RT-9: 

The  BLM  will  provide  funds  for  fencing.  The  BLM  and  the  permittee  will  negotiate  the  costs  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  fence,  which  is  generally  done  for  range  improvement  projects.  In 
general,  the  BLM  maintains  fences  outside  of  grazing  allotments,  while  the  permittee  maintains  fences 

within  the  allotments. 

Response  to  RT-10: 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  has  occurred  for  many  years  on  the  majority  of  the 
BLM  public  land.  Most  of  this  land  is  in  sustainable  condition.  The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing 
management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest  are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing 
system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but  also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock 
operation.  Scientific  literature  available  through  bibliographic  reference  services  documents  the  effects 
of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  areas.  The  DEIS  also  discussed  other  factors  beyond  livestock  grazing 
that  may  contribute  to  riparian  degradation. 

Response  to  RT-11: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RT-12: 

The  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats.  However,  should  a  BLM  management  action  potentially  affect  private  water  rights, 
actions  consistent  with  State  water  laws  would  be  taken. 
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Response  to  RT-13: 

If  public  lands  are  degraded,  the  first  step  is  to  determine  the  causes.  If  an  action  needs  to  be  taken 
to  change  the  management  or  the  use  of  the  land,  the  appropriate  action  will  be  determined.  Elk  numbers 
have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for 
grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using  public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management 
objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the  basis  of  the  BLM’s  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock 
use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also  set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage.  If  the  BLM  determines  that  the  public 
land  is  not  healthy  because  of  a  use  activity  (e.g.,  recreation,  hunting  elk  grazing),  a  change  in 
management  of  that  land  use  will  be  required  so  that  the  land  can  achieve  its  potential. 

The  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  focuses  on  productive  and  proper  functioning  riparian  areas.  Where 
current  uses  (e.g.,  grazing,  hunting,  and  fishing)  are  not  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian  standards 
or  objectives,  these  uses  may  continue.  Where  current  uses  are  interfering  with  achieving  the  riparian 
standards  or  objectives,  the  uses  will  be  modified.  The  intent  of  Alternative  2  is  to  ensure  proper 
management  of  the  riparian/aquatic  habitats  on  public  land. 

Response  to  RT-14: 

Environmental  justice  issues  were  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  three  alternatives  presented  in 
the  DEIS  would  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  total  numbers  of  domestic  livestock  allowed  within 
allotments  that  contain  riparian  habitats.  Because  no  measurable  economic  impacts  would  result  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  and  all  three  alternatives  would  result  in  increased 
environmental  quality,  environmental  justice  issues  are  not  addressed  in  riparian  habitat  management 
planning. 

Response  to  RT-15: 

As  required  by  NEPA,  public  scoping  at  the  start  of  the  EIS  process  and  public  comment  on  the 
DEIS  were  open  and  available  to  all  individuals;  private  and  public  organizations;  city  and  county 
governments;  and  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  Please  see  Section  5.1  of  the  DEIS  and  Section  6  of 
the  FEIS  (Volume  2)  for  further  information  on  public  participation  actions  undertaken  by  the  BLM. 
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Thursday,  January  27,  2000 


Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

I  have  received  your  veiy  biased  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and 
Aquatic  Habitat  Management  done  for  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  dated  October  1999. 

I  hope  my  opening  statement  has  caught  your  attention,  it  was  meant  too!  lam  John 
Young  Hernandez  from  Cuba  New  Mexico.  I  have  degrees  from  Utah  State  University 
and  New  Mexico  State  University  with  strong  backgrounds  in  Range,  Wildlife  and  Soil 
sciences.  I  have  worked  for  the  US  Forest  Service  ever  sense  I  graduated  from  high 
school  in  1972.  During  my  crier  I  have  worked  in  various  riparian  areas  in  New  Mexico 
and  Colorado.  I  have  reviewed  several  such  documents  many  times  and  have  been  a 
team  leader  responsible  for  writing  such  a  document.  I  have  also  been  a  member  of  a 
team  that  wrote  a  combined  document  similar  for  both  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service. 

In  every  document  I  wrote  or  have  reviewed  we  have  gone  out  of  our  way  to  be 
nonbiased  and  to  present  to  the  public  a  very  truthful  document  that  would  stand  up  to 
public  scrutiny.  I  have  always  tried  to  be  very  professional  in  my  field  studies.  As  team 
leader  I  have  gone  out  of  my  way  to  form  a  team  that  represented  all  effected  entities. 
Example,  Timber,  Range,  ECT. 

However  whoever  put  the  “ID”  team  together  and  wrote  the  document  set  out  to  only 
represent  the  anti-grazing  aspect  of  public  land  grazing.  They  have  gone  out  of  their  way 
to  quote  different  literature  sources  as  a  backup  to  their  very  biased  opinion.  If  I  took  a 
pro-grazing  stand  I  could  as  well  find  sorceress  to  quote  like  Dr.  John  Workmen  out  of 
Utah  State  University  and  Dr.  Jerry  Hollcheck  out  of  New  Mexico  State  University.  My 
point  is  this  is  wrong,  the  public  should  be  given  a  truthful  nonbiased  report.  An  example 
of  the  fallacy  of  this  document  can  be  demonstrated  on  page  5-2  under  list  of 
“PREPARERS”  Your  name  as  well  as  other  team  members  appears  however  nowhere  are 
there  any  team  members  representing  “Range  Conservationist,  members  of  the  Hispanic 
community.  Grazing  permittees,  or  Recreation”.  Yet  your  document  strongly  effects  all 
of  the  above  mentioned  people.  A  good  “ID”  team  would  be  one  made  up 
representatives  from  all  these  groups.  It  also  means  any  time  fieldwork  is  being  done 
there  should  be  an  invitation  extend  for  people  to  accompany  the  BLM  and  have  there 
input  as  well. 

If  the  BLM  excepts  this  document  as  currently  presented  to  the  public,  it  represents 
nothing  more  than  BIG  Government  without  representation.  Something  that  our 
forefathers  had  a  revolution  against  and  is  going  to  happen  again  if  our  government  keeps 
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The  letter  submitted  from  John  Young  Hernandez  contains  numerous  comments,  many  that  are 
variations  on  a  theme.  Therefore,  the  individual  comments  are  categorized  into  eight  general  comment 
categories  that  are  responded  to  below.  The  individual  comments  in  the  letter  are  labeled  by  the  comment 
category  with  which  they  were  grouped  (i.e.,  JYH-1  though  JYH-8).  The  general  comment  categories  are 
(1)  the  FEIS  preparers  and  consultants;  (2)  the  settlement  agreement  that  necessitated  preparation  of  the 
EIS;  (3)  errors  in  the  document;  (4)  alternatives,  grazing  use,  manipulation  of  livestock  as  a  management 
tool,  and  use  of  holistic  resource  management;  (5)  other  activities  that  contribute  to  riparian  degradation 
(e.g.,  mining  and  recreation);  (6)  the  BLM’s  response  to  comments;  (7)  socioeconomic  considerations; 
and  (8)  inclusion  of  springs  as  riparian  areas. 

Response  to  JYH-1: 

As  evidenced  by  the  list  of  preparers  (Section  5.4  of  the  DEIS  [BLM  1999]),  the  EIS  team  is  an 
interdisciplinary  team.  Those  from  the  BLM  have  had  extensive  interactions  with  the  ranchers  who  use 
the  BLM  lands.  The  preparers  from  both  the  BLM  and  Argonne  National  Laboratory  (ANL)  have 
expertise  and  experience  in  all  socioeconomic  and  environmental  disciplines  required  under  NEPA  to 
assess  management  of  southwestern  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.  ANL  had  the  primary  responsibility 
for  writing  the  document.  The  BLM  supplied  much  of  the  baseline  information  (including  location  and 
land  ownership  information  for  the  riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas)  and  the  current  and  planned 
management  actions  for  the  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.  The  BLM  also  provided  technical  review  prior 
to  publication  of  the  DEIS.  Range  conservationists  were  consulted;  however,  no  livestock  organizations 
or  “anti-grazing”  activist  groups  were  consulted  because  of  potential  conflicts  of  interests.  Nevertheless, 
these  organizations  were  afforded  the  opportunity  to  participate  at  the  appropriate  times  for  public 
involvement  in  the  NEPA  process  (e.g.,  during  scoping  and  the  public  comment  periods). 


1-317 


CHAPTER  1 


JYH-2 


JYH-3 


JYH-2 


JYH-3 


JYH-1 


JYH-2 


JYH-2 


trying  to  force  there  ideas  on  the  people  without  giving  the  people  a  chance  to  have 
representation.  And  do  not  think  that  sending  out  a  report  for  people  to  respond  to  gets 
you  off  the  hook,  it  doses  not.  When  it  comes  to  effecting  people’s  lives  then  your 
responsibility  goes  way  beyond  sending  out  a  report  for  them  to  respond  to.  Doing  a 
quick  report  because  you  are  afraid  of  a  bunch  of  terrorist  is  no  excuse  for  discriminating 
against  the  rest  of  the  public.  We  pay  taxes  as  well  and  are  entitled  to  equal  treatment  as 
well. 

There  are  several  other  points  that  need  to  be  brought  out  at  this  time.  They  are  as 
follows: 

1.  This  report  is  supposed  to  be  a  professional  report  that  the  public  could  rely  on  as 
accurate  information,  however  on  pages  3-23,  3-24  (under  3.12.8  titled  Cahulie),  3- 
45,  3-47,  and  4-30  there  are  mistakes  ranging  from  springs  being  presented  in  the 
wrong  place  to  land  being  represented  as  BLM  land  when  it  is  private  land.  The  point 
is  this  report  was  not  reviewed  before  it  was  sent  out  to  the  public.  In  today’s  world 
this  is  inexcusable.  Before  I  ever  sent  out  a  document  as  sensitive  as  this  one  is  I 
made  sure  there  were  no  mistakes  and  that  it  was  carefully  reviewed  before  it  went 
out.  I  could  have  been  fired  for  sending  out  a  report  with  mistakes  like  this  one  has. 
When  a  report  like  this  goes  out  in  this  condition  it  reflects  badly  on  those  responsible 
and  the  agency  as  well.  This  is  not  only  being  good  government  employees  but  it  is 
being  professionals  at  our  jobs. 

2.  I  believe  this  report  was  written  by  outside  sources  and  not  by  BLM  employees.  This 
is  a  waste  of  government  funds  and  the  people  who  did  this  report  should  resign  or  be 
fired  immediately  no  questions  asked. 

3.  Not  only  dose  the  report  have  mistakes  but  it  cast  doubts  on  the  so-called  field  data 
that  was  collected.  I  wonder  how  many  mistakes  were  made  in  collecting  this  data 
either  on  purpose  or  accidentally.  This  is  wrong  and  not  a  fair  representation  of  all 
effected  parties. 

4.  If  the  name  of  “Prepares”  is  also  a  representation  of  the  individuals  who  did  the  field 
studies  then  the  dated  collected  is  biased  as  well  and  this  whole  report  is  nothing 
more  than  their  opinion  and  we  all  know  we  all  have  one. 

5.  I  believe  this  report  was  done  out  of  fear  from  a  lawsuit  from  a  group  of  terrorist 
calling  themselves  “Forest  Guardians”.  You  would  have  been  better  served  to  have 
presented  a  non  biased  good  report  done  correctly  than  one  done  in  a  hurry  that  lends 
its  self  to  a  lawsuit  from  the  livestock  organizations  or  review  from  our  delegation  in 
Washington  or  here  in  New  Mexico. 

6.  Last  we  as  public  land  servants  have  got  to  do  a  good  job  to  serve  the  public  who 
pays  our  wages.  We  have  got  to  quit  running  like  a  scared  bunch  of  Rats  when 
terrorist  groups  make  a  run  at  us.  If  we  are  doing  our  jobs  correctly  we  have  nothing 
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Response  to  JYH-2: 

The  DEIS  was  prepared  by  a  joint  team  from  the  BLM  and  ANL.  While  preparation  of  the  DEIS 
was  directly  related  to  the  settlement  of  a  lawsuit,  the  BLM  also  recognized  the  need  to  comprehensively 
address  management  of  critical  riparian  habitats  as  described  in  the  Riparian  and  Aquatic  HMP  in  the 
FEIS. 

Response  to  JYH-3: 

A  number  of  the  errors  in  the  DEIS  have  been  corrected  in  Appendix  A  of  V olume  1  of  the  FEIS 
(the  Addendum  to  the  DEIS).  Some  errors  may  relate  to  the  lack  of  available  BLM  manpower  to  monitor 
and  assess  all  of  the  lands  under  its  jurisdiction.  Separate  management  plans  (and  associated  NEPA 
assessment)  are  prepared  for  each  grazing  allotment.  Thus,  any  outstanding  errors  (e.g.,  in  springs  being 
shown  in  the  wrong  location  or  errors  in  demarcating  land  ownership)  will  be  corrected  in  these 
documents. 
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to  fear,  however  if  we  are  only  working  for  the  government  to  fill  our  own  agendas 
then  yes  we  do  have  a  lot  to  fear.  I  feel  those  individuals  that  prepared  this  report  are 
of  the  latter  category. 

In  the  following  pages  I  am  going  to  attempt  to  correct  some  of  the  biases  presented  in 
the  report  in  a  nonbiased  way.  To  do  an  aquatic  job  however  would  require  more  time 
than  I  have  available  at  this  time.  However  I  do  hope  some  common  sense  can  be  derived 
out  of  what  I  am  representing. 

I  have  read  the  entire  report  from  start  to  finish.  I  am  including  my  critique  of  this  report 
starting  on  page  S-1. 

Alternative  1:  Current  Management  (the  no  Action  Alternative)  bottom  paragraph  reads 
“by  removing  domestic  livestock  use  from  selected  riparian  areas  completely,  or  by 
implementing  other  management  practices  during  the  growing  season”.  This  should  be 
the  “Preferred  Alternative”  with  the  following  changes.  Livestock  will  be  used  as  a  tool 
to  restoring  riparian  areas  using  time  as  a  control*  It  should  be  understood  that  the 

sentence  about  removing  livestock  would  be  deleted. 

Alternative  2.  Is  not  an  option  and  should  not  be  considered  as  the  “Preferred 
Alternative”. 

Alternative  3;  is  not  an  option.  Livestock  can  be  used  as  a  tool  if  the  timing  is  correct.  In 
the  many  years  I  have  worked  as  a  public  land  supervisor  I  have  seen  areas  that  were  over 
grazed  but  it  was  not  from  too  many  animals  it  was  because  they  were  left  in  an  area  to 
long.  Gasoline  is  needed  to  run  your  car  but  if  you  over  fill  your  tank  and  allow  the  ps 
to  run  out  on  the  ground  it  dose  the  car  no  good.  The  same  is  true  of  public  land  grazing. 
If  livestock  are  left  in  one  spot  for  to  long  then  yes  damage  can  be  done.  However  if  they 
are  in  different  pastures  for  the  right  amount  of  time  then  very  good  results  can  be 
expected. 

It  has  been  my  experience  that  the  worst  thing  we  can  do  is  removing  all  livestock 
completely,  instead  we  need  to  get  the  timing  right  and  graze  these  different  pastures  at 
different  times  of  the  year.  I  can  show  you  areas  where  range  enclosures  have  been  in 
place  for  twenty  years  or  more.  Today  they  are  nothing  more  than  deserts  created  by 
man.  In  the  beginning  the  plants  tend  to  show  large  amounts  of  vigor,  however  latter 
when  they  are  not  grazed  the  opposite  is  true  and  they  die  out.  One  only  has  to  visit  a  site 
that  has  not  been  grazed  to  see  this  phenomena  be  true.  All  plants  require  grazing  to 
complete  their  life  cycle,  and  a  time  to  recover  from  being  grazed  before  being  grazed 
again. 

On  page  2-11  have  the  following  comments; 

1.  Left  column  bottom  page  you  slate  that  “  Each  alternative  is  capable  of 

accomplishing  the  objectives  of  protecting  and  improving  the  riparian  habitats”.  This 
is  a  false  statement.  Only  alternative’s  one  and  two  would  accomplish  your  goals.  By 
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Response  to  JYH-4: 

The  BLM  agrees  that  livestock  grazing  can  be  a  tolerable  activity  within  riparian  and  wetland  areas, 
and,  under  certain  circumstances,  can  even  provide  some  benefits.  However,  this  is  generally  true  only 
when  the  areas  are  in  or  approaching  PFC.  The  DEIS  was  not  prepared  to  promote  the  elimination  of 
grazing  from  public  lands  but  to  address  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  under  the  conditions  of 
multiple  use  mandated  for  BLM  lands.  The  literature  sources  that  present  research  findings  or  technical 
reviews  on  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  relate  to 
overgrazing  (under  either  current  and/or  long-term  cumulative  uncontrolled  grazing  use).  The  DEIS  does 
not  suggest  that  controlled  grazing  should  not  be  allowed  within  habitats  that  are  in  PFC.  Allotment 
management  plans  and  associated  environmental  assessments  would  be,  or  have  been,  prepared 
independently  of  this  EIS  for  each  specific  allotment.  Permittees  that  graze  livestock  on  these  allotments 
are  involved  in  developing  these  plans.  They  can  also  consult  with  and  receive  assistance  from  the  BLM 
during  the  period  of  their  lease,  as  appropriate. 

In  riparian  and  wetland  areas  that  contain  livestock  exclosures,  wildlife  (including  large  ungulates) 
will  still  have  access  to  graze  these  areas  under  the  selected  alternative,  which  would  eliminate  the 
adverse  effects  that  may  occur  when  grazing  is  not  permitted.  The  areas  will  also  be  monitored  so  that 
changes  in  management  can  be  made,  as  appropriate.  This  is  one  of  the  benefits  of  adaptive  management. 
Factors  such  as  the  number  of  livestock,  length  of  grazing,  type  of  area  grazed,  and  condition  of  the  area 
grazed  all  intersect.  It  may  be  true,  in  some  cases,  that  several  cattle  grazing  year  long  may  cause  more 
damage  than  many  cattle  grazing  for  only  a  few  days.  However,  time  is  not  the  only  factor.  For  example, 
one  cow  grazing  a  10-acre  riparian  area  for  a  week  would  not  cause  the  potential  damage  that  10  cows 
would  over  the  same  time  period  . 
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excepting  alternative  #3  the  plant  community  would  suffer  by  not  being  grazed 
sometime  during  the  year. 

2.  Right  column  2.1.1  first  paragraph  starting  with  “Current”  This  is  a  false  statement. 
The  plant  communities  may  at  first  appear  that  they  are  doing  better  by  removing  all 
grazing  when  the  opposite  is  true.  Restricting  them  to  certain  times  of  the  year  and 
for  short  time  periods  is  more  correct.  However  these  times  need  to  change  from  year 
to  year  so  that  the  different  pastures  are  used  at  different  times  instead  of  only  fall 
grazing  or  spring  grazing. 

At  the  bottom  of  the  page  the  statement  is  true  with  this  exception  limiting  numbers  of 
animals  is  never  a  good  solution.  The  number  of  animals  is  never  the  problem  it*s  the 
length  of  time  they  spend  in  one  pasture  that  is  the  problem.  This  concept  is  very  hard 
for  the  average  person  to  comprehend.  Even  trained  Range  Conservationist  have  a 
difficult  time  understanding  this  very  basic  concept.  All  to  often  we  as  public  land 
mangers  think  the  problem  has  to  do  with  numbers  of  animals.  My  past  experience  has 
shown  me  that  this  is  not  true.  When  I  worked  in  Colorado  I  was  facing  a  problem  of 
what  I  thought  to  be  to  many  animals  on  the  allotment.  As  typical  if  I  cut  numbers  then  I 
would  have  the  Livestock  industry  down  on  my  back  and  I  would  have  to  have  years  of 
hard  data  to  back  up  a  decision  like  this. 

I  have  taken  several  classes  in  “Holistic”  livestock  management.  I  decided  to  apply  the 
time  concept  to  the  problem  leaving  the  number  of  cattle  the  same  but  changing  the 
amount  of  time  they  were  allowed  to  stay  in  the  different  pastures.  The  results  were 
phenomenal.  The  pasture  was  used  better  and  did  better  because  the  plants  were  grazed 
and  then  before  the  animals  could  re-graze  the  regrowth  they  were  removed. 

Each  year  Livestock  were  reintroduced  at  a  different  time’s  of  the  year  so  that  the  plants 
were  grazed  at  different  times  in  their  life  cycle.  I  also  wanted  to  take  advantage  of  many 
of  the  early  annual  plants  that  are  only  available  in  the  spring  of  the  year.  These  plants 
create  a  “Flush”  for  livestock  and  wildlife  as  well. 

The  area  was  a  riparian  area  that  had  one  or  two  willow  plants  growing  in  clumps  along 
the  bank.  The  bank  was  bare  of  vegetation  and  eroding  badly.  We  had  tried  to  plant 
willow  and  other  stream  vegetation  with  little  or  no  success  at  all.  Part  of  the  area  was 
fenced  to  exclude  livestock  from  entering  the  area. 

We  also  created  a  small  riparian  pasture,  and  because  of  its  size  the  numbers  were 
doubled.  In  the  past  Livestock  numbers  had  been  reduced,  thinking  that  this  was  the 
answer  too  the  problem.  The  problem  still  existed  and  in  fact  do  too  the  numbers  being 
reduced  it  worsened  the  problem.  The  problem  all  along  was  not  the  numbers  but  the 
amount  of  time  they  were  in  a  given  pasture.  Again  once  we  got  the  timing  right  the 
problem  went  away.  I  know  this  sounds  too  good  too  be  true  but  90%  of  the  time  this  is 
the  answer. 
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When  we  cut  the  time  down  to  30  days  but  doubled  the  numbers  they  trampled  the 
ground  and  the  willow  plants  and  then  were  gone  for  the  rest  of  the  year.  The  following 
seasons  the  willows  came  in  so  thick  you  could  hardly  ride  a  horse  back  through  them. 
The  carex  and  other  stream  plants  came  in  so  thick  so  that  the  bank  was  protected  and 
provided  good  shade  for  the  fisheries. 

The  one  problem  we  did  run  into,  in  the  following  seasons  were  with  the  young  willows. 
They  soon  took  on  a  “Clubbed  effect”  this  was  do  to  the  amount  of  elk  pressure  they 
were  receiving.  This  was  well  documented  that  the  elk  were  browsing  the  willows  before 
the  livestock  were  allowed  into  the  pasture.  However  in  spite  of  this  problem  because  the 
timing  was  right  the  area  continued  to  recover  and  do  well.  Even  to  the  point  that 
Livestock  were  allowed  into  the  pasture  where  before  they  had  been  excluded.  This 
pasture  started  to  respond  better  than  when  it  was  left  totally  ungrazed. 

Before  I  move  on  I  want  to  say  that  because  there  were  large  numbers  of  livestock 
willow’s  were  trampled  into  the  ground  and  at  the  time  the  livestock  left  the  area  looked 
petty  rough,  however  one  month  latter  you  would  have  to  look  hard  to  even  know  that 
livestock  had  been  there.  This  is  because  by  the  livestock  trampling  the  limbs  into  the 
ground  the  limbs  resprouted  and  created  other  new  willow  plants. 

Before  this  was  done  there  were  little  or  no  willows  along  the  banks.  Again  bottom  line 
timing  is  the  answer  not  cutting  or  excluding  livestock  from  the  pastures. 

Part  of  the  reason  low  numbers  do  not  work  is  that  when  you  have  high  numbers  they 
force  each  other  to  use  areas  that  with  low  numbers  they  would  not  use.  The  entire 
pasture  is  used  better  when  the  number  of  livestock  is  up  and  the  time  is  cut  down  so  that 
grazing  the  regrowth  dose  not  occur.  By  cutting  down  the  time  you  stop  not  only  grazing 
of  regrowth  but  the  amount  of  soil  compaction  as  well.  With  large  numbers  the  soil  is 
stirred  up  and  proper  seedbeds  are  prepared  for  the  new  plants  to  grow.  With  low 
numbers  the  opposite  is  true.  Trailing  occurs  the  area  is  over  grazed  because  the  “Few  “ 
are  left  to  long  and  again  the  numbers  are  blamed  when  the  real  problem  is  too  few 
numbers  for  to  long  a  time.  I  am  not  advocating  larger  numbers  but  I  am  advocating 
getting  the  timing  right  with  the  existing  numbers  we  have  to  work  with. 

Folks  all  areas  need  to  be  grazed  the  nutrients  need  to  be  recycled  correctly.  Numbers 
can  be  doubled  not  by  introducing  more  numbers  but  by  cutting  down  the  size  of  the 
pastures  with  modem  electric  fencing  which  is  half  the  cost  of  conventional  fencing.  I 
have  put  up  close  to  twenty  miles  of  this  type  of  fencing  in  days,  I  have  some  available 
here  in  Cuba  and  am  willing  to  show  it  to  you  any  time  you  would  like  to  see  it. 


On  page  2-3  middle  of  the  page  starting  with  “water  right’s”  water  rights  are  already 
established  and  have  been  before  New  Mexico  was  a  state.  Any  attempt  by  you  or  any 
other  group  to  change  this  would  result  in  a  “Tacking’s”  and  is  prohibited  by  law. 
Further  more  to  make  a  statement  that  plants  would  receive  priority  is  very  biased  and 
anti-grazing.  It  tends  to  indicate  to  the  reader  that  Livestock  are  the  problem  and  by 
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Response  to  JYH-5: 

While  the  BLM  does  not  propose  to  take  any  private  water  rights  in  association  with  managing 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats,  actions  consistent  with  State  of  New  Mexico  water  laws  will  be  taken. 
Although  other  uses  of  the  public  land,  including  mineral  development  and,  to  a  certain  extent, 
recreation,  could  potentially  affect  riparian  habitats,  those  activities  are  generally  quite  limited  compared 
with  grazing  by  domestic  livestock.  Moreover,  management  actions  and  stipulations  to  control  the  effects 
of  mineral  development  activities  on  riparian  areas  are  already  in  place.  The  principal  authorized  use 
affecting  riparian  areas  on  public  land  under  BLM  jurisdiction  is  livestock  grazing.  Thus,  riparian  habitat 
management  actions  in  this  FEIS  address  that  activity. 
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removing  them  would  solve  all  your  problems  when  just  the  opposite  is  true.  Most 
problems  are  a  result  of  many  factors  not  just  one.  To  say  any  one  thing  is  the  whole 
source  of  the  problem  just  goes  to  show  your  ignorance  and  bias. 

On  page  2-5  bottom  of  the  page  starting  with  “Riparian  Pasture  and  ending  on  top  of  page 
with  “  Total  Enclosure”  My  comments  are  as  follows; 

1 .  Riparian  areas  need  to  have  guild  lines  like  stubble  height  applied  to  be  used  in 
combination  with  upland  grazing.  The  excitable  stubble  height  I  have  used  is  4inches  on 
species  like  carex  or  other  similar  plant  species.  When  this  is  reached  the  livestock  need 
to  be  removed  from  the  pasture. 

2.  Winter  Grazing,  again  certain  standards  need  to  be  applied  so  that  there  is  enough 
cover  left  to  protect  the  bank’s  from  spring  run  off.  Also  to  only  use  the  pastures  for 
“Winter  Grazing”  is  not  good  Range  Management  practices.  These  pastures  need  to  be 
used  at  different  times  each  year  not  the  same  time  each  year. 

3.  Long-term  Rest  and  Total  Enclosure  should  not  even  be  considered  and  mentioned  as 
an  “Action”  because  such  action  would  be  detrimental  to  the  plant  community  if  they 
were  not  grazed.  The  goal  is  to  have  a  healthy  plant  community  and  in  order  to  do 
this  grazing  needs  to  be  part  of  the  picture.  If  you  take  the  attitude  of  no  grazing  then 
lets  remove  all  water  as  well  because  water  can  be  very  damaging  as  well.  However 
with  out  water  the  plants  cannot  live.  The  same  is  true  if  the  plants  are  not  grazed 
then  they  over  time  tend  to  become  weaker  and  eventually  the  plant  community  will 
change  to  desert  and  be  void  of  the  very  plants  we  are  trying  to  help  survive. 

On  page  2-7  starting  with  2.1.3  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  and  ending  with  riparian  areas. 

If  this  was  the  “single  most  consistent  advice  that  BLM  received”  It  goes  to  show  how 
very  misinformed  the  public  is  about  the  benefits  of  public  land  grazing.  There  are  also 
equal  amounts  of  literature  to  show  the  benefits  of  grazing.  I  strongly  take  issue  with  you 
making  a  statement  like  **the  conventional  wisdom  is  that  domestic  livestock  is_  an 
inappropriate  use  of  rinarian  area*’  This  statement  is  an  out  and  out  LIE  and  never 
should  be  included  in  a  statement  like  this.  Instead  an  explanation  of  how  grazing  can  be 
applied  and  the  benefits  of  grazing  would  be  better  served. 

On  page  2-9  under  2.5  and  ending  on  page  2-10.  Is  another  example  of  how  misinformed 
groups  are  to  Grazing  and  to  the  damage  done  by  recreational  activities. 

I  am  assuming  that  many  of  your  comments  were  from  terrorist  groups  like  “Forest 
Guardian’s”.  These  comments  should  be  taken  for  what  they  are  and  you  should  get  on 
with  managing  the  public  lands  in  a  way  that  is  a  benefit  to  the  resource.  By  paying 
attention  to  terrorist  activities  like  massive  “Post  Card”  mailings  we  are  playing  into  their 
hands.  Instead  these  postcards  should  be  consider  as  one  comment  not  as  individual 

comments. 
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Response  to  JYH-6: 

Comments  were  received  from  a  number  of  individuals  and  organizations.  All  of  the  comments  on 
the  DEIS  and  the  BLM’s  responses  to  them  are  included  in  the  FEIS.  Where  identical  (or  near  identical) 
comments  were  received  via  postcards  or  e-mails,  these  were  responded  to  only  once.  However,  the 
number  of  such  comments  received  is  noted  on  the  pages  for  those  comments  (e.g.,  Misc.  1  on 
page  1-12). 
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The  situation  could  also  be  helped  out  by  your  agency  avoiding  adding  fuel  to  the  fire  by 
sending  out  false  studies  such  as  the  one  now  in  the  public  hands.  Instead  if  you  would 
tell  the  truth  and  explain  the  benefits  of  grazing  a  lot  of  this  anti-grazing  would  go  away. 
But  instead  you  choose  to  waste  my  taxpayers  dollars  to  print  out  a  document  like  this  to 

stir  people  up. 

On  page  3-7  is  a  true  statement  only  I  would  suggest  that  the  entire  document  be  printed 
in  Spanish  as  well  as  most  of  the  people  effected  by  this  report  are  of  Hispanic 
background  and  would  understand  the  document  better  if  it  was  in  Spanish. 

On  page  3-13  starting  with  3.12  Spring’s  are  not  riparian  areas  and  should  not  be 
included  as  such. 
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On  page  4-2  middle  of  the  page  starting  with  “while  riparian”  you  go  on  to  say  that  the 
whole  problem  is  Poor  Grazing  management.  Again  this  is  not  the  whole  problem.  There 
are  many  problems  that  contribute  to  the  various  problems.  Again  here  you  go  again 
putting  out  false  truths  and  miss  leading  the  public  on  this  issue. 

On  page  4-2  and  ending  on  page  4-8  are  all  lies.  All  these  pages  do  are  to  represent  that 
grazing  is  bad  and  dose  damage  to  the  riparian  areas.  Again  as  stated  before  if  the  timing 
is  wrong  this  can  be  true,  however  if  the  timing  is  right  this  is  not  true.  I  would  like  to 
see  these  pages  rewritten  in  a  more  correct  form  than  the  one  presented  in  these  pages. 

On  page  4-15  middle  of  the  page  starting  with  ‘The  Grazing”.  Once  again  the  very  idea 
of  even  thinking  of  removing  livestock  dose  nothing  more  than  add  to  the  problem.  The 
plant  community  as  a  whole  needs  livestock  grazing. 

On  page  4-16  bottom  of  the  page  starting  with  “Livestock  exclosures”.  This  is  a  false 
statement  once  again  leading  the  public  to  think  that  ranges  are  better  off  without 
livestock  than  with.  Livestock  exclosures  are  used  for  comparisons  of  grazed  and 
ungrazed  areas.  I  have  not  seen  one  that  I  would  consider  in  better  condition  than  areas 
that  were  grazed  for  the  right  amount  of  time.  Again  time  is  the  very  critical  tool  to  all 

management.  Not  Numbers. 

On  page  4-17  top  of  the  page  starting  with  “Both  short-term  “  this  is  a  true  statement  if 
time  is  used  as  a  control  and  not  “Numbers”.  More  of  this  sort  of  attitude  should  be 
prevalent  through  out  the  report  instead  of  the  negative  slant  on  grazing. 

On  pages  4-24  through  4-25  you  keep  trying  to  say  that  expensive  fencing  projects  are 
needed  to  exclude  livestock  from  certain  areas  while  recovery  takes  place.  There  are  now 
inexpensive  ways  of  fencing  livestock  from  areas  that  in  the  past  were  very  expensive.  I 
find  it  very  offensive  to  read  over  and  over  again  the  problem  is  with  the  livestock.  To 
me  this  is  an  example  of  how  narrow  minded  you  arc  and  biased  this  report  is.  It  also 
tends  to  play  into  the  hands  of  the  varies  terrorist  groups  with  leaders  like  “Sam  Hit  who 
like  Saddam  Hussein  have  nothing  better  to  do  than  to  create  havoc.  It  is  not  your  job  as 
public  land  mangers  to  hand  out  further  information  to  these  groups  knowing  full  well 
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Response  to  JYH-7: 

All  EISs  published  in  the  United  States,  including  those  produced  by  the  BLM,  are  written  in  the 
English  language. 

Response  to  JYH-8: 

The  BLM  classifies  springs  as  lentic  riparian- wetland  areas.  Therefore,  as  long  as  the  spring  areas 
meet  the  federal  policy  definition  of  a  wetland  (i.e.,  areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface  or 
groundwater  at  a  frequency  and  duration  sufficient  to  support,  and  which,  under  normal  circumstances  do 
support,  a  prevalence  of  vegetation  typically  adapted  for  life  in  saturated  soil  conditions),  they  are 
considered  riparian  areas. 
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how  it  is  going  to  be  received.  It  makes  someone  like  me  think  that  perhaps  you  are  on 
the  “Take”  from  theses  various  terrorist  groups  to  put  out  this  sort  of  information. 

I  am  convinced  that  this  report  is  only  you  trying  to  promote  your  very  biased  agenda  in 
this  report  and  get  paid  for  it  at  the  tax  payers  expense,  something  you  were  not  hired  to 
do  and  should  not  be  allowed. 

On  page  4-26  middle  of  the  page  starting  with  “minority”  The  Hispanic  grazing 
permittees  do  suffer  high  and  adverse  impacts  if  a  report  like  this  was  ever  implemented. 
Many  of  these  people  do  not  understand  a  report  like  this  because  it  is  written  at  such  a 
high  level.  It  is  also  written  in  English  and  most  of  these  people  would  understand  the 
report  better  if  it  were  written  in  Spanish.  Many  depend  on  their  livestock  as  their  soul 
source  of  income. 

We  Hispanic’s  are  disproportionately  represented  a  view  of  your  list  of  PREPARERS 
shows  this.  I  believe  not  one  Hispanic  is  on  your  ID  team  according  to  your  list.  That  is 
why  Statements  like  the  one  found  on  page  4-27  starting  with  “when  flow  and”  is  very 
discriminatory  to  those  of  us  who  trace  our  roots  back  to  the  “Spanish  Land  Grants  and 
the  Guadeloupe  Hidalgo  Treaty  which  grants  water  use  to  livestock  use  first,  not  to 
vegetation.  Any  attempt  to  change  this  would  result  in  a  “'racking  s  by  your  office  and 

is  illegal. 

On  page  4-27  bottom  of  the  page  starting  with  (3)  is  true  and  if  reflected  through  out  the 
report  would  be  acceptable  instead  of  the  anti-grazing  attitude  demonstrated  time  and 
time  again. 

On  page  4-29  middle  of  the  page  starting  with  “in  western”  once  again  you  go  on  a 
tangent  to  try  and  make  a  case  against  livestock  grazing.  And  once  again  this  is  wrong 
and  should  not  be  in  the  report. 

On  page  4-35  top  of  the  page  starting  with  “permitted  livestock”  this  is  incorrect,  as  time 
and  time  again  through  different  studies  it  has  been  shown  that  livestock  grazing  is 
beneficial  if  done  right.  There  for  there  is  no  need  for  a  demonstration  period  if  the 
timing  is  correct.  Statements  like  this  only  go  to  show  the  stupidity  of  the  writer  in  even 
trying  to  put  these  sort  of  statements  in  an  official  document.  While  they  may  be  the 
writer’s  opinion  they  have  no  place  in  this  document. 

Additionally  if  the  San  Luis  Community  was  only  held  to  “dormant  season”  grazing  this 
would  be  a  mistake  by  the  BLM.  There  needs  to  be  a  rotation  of  use  in  different  seasons. 
Not  allowing  use  for  long  enough  periods  to  all  would  be  allow  damage  to  occur  to  the 
plant  community  as  a  whole. 

By  using  the  pastures  at  different  times  you  would  take  advantage  of  different  kinds  of 
plants  that  need  to  be  grazed  at  different  times  of  the  year.  By  only  grazing  this  pasture 
in  the  cool  season  you  would  hurt  the  plants  that  need  to  be  grazed  because  they  may  be 
warm  season  plants.  By  varying  the  seasons  you  help  all  the  different  plants. 
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On  page  4-37  middle  of  the  page  starting  with  “While  some”  This  statement  is  a  bald 
face  lie  and  if  left  in  would  discredit  the  entire  report.  There  is  ample  ecological  basis  to 
show  that  livestock  grazing  is  a  very  valuable  tool.  The  problem  is  you  choose  not  to 
want  to  use  this  tool.  And  you  try  to  justly  your  actions  by  quoting  a  hand  picked  group 
of  persons  who  happen  to  agree  with  you  point  of  view.  You  would  love  the  public  to 
believe  that  by  quoting  aU  these  sources  you  are  so  smart  and  so  professional.  Well  let 
me  tell  you  the  opposite  is  true. 

Again  I  or  anyone  else  could  do  the  same  thing  and  make  it  look  as  though  we  were  right. 
However  based  on  my  past  experience  I  am  here  to  tell  you  are  wrong  and  I  intend  to 
fight  you  tooth  and  toe  nail  on  points  like  this. 

On  pages  4-37  through  4-42  you  try  to  make  the  case  that  these  areas  are  not  need  by  the 
grazing  community.  You  go  out  of  your  way  to  down  play  the  importance  of  these  lands 
to  livestock  and  the  various  ranchers.  Once  again  I  have  caught  you  in  a  Lie.  These 
areas  are  very  critical  to  those  permittees  who  depend  on  these  areas  for  water  and 
grazing.  And  have  historically  used  these  areas.  The  problem  is  that  many  of  these 
people  do  not  respond  to  reports  like  this  for  many  reasons. 

In  closing  I  would  ask  that  this  report  be  thrown  away  because  I  have  shown  over  and 
over  again  that  it  contains  lie  after  lie.  It  is  an  obvious  attempt  to  try  and  exclude 
livestock  grazing  from  public  land  by  trying  to  show  how  bad  livestock  grazing  is.  When 
the  point  is,  livestock  grazing  is  a  tool  that  needs  to  be  used  correctly. 

To  properly  care  for  the  resource  all  tools  need  to  be  used  correctly.  Before  any 
decisions  of  this  magnitude  are  considered  the  whole  picture  needs  to  be  looked  at  not 
just  one  part  as  this  report  presents. 


CC: 


New  Mexico  Cattegrowers 

New  Mexico  Congressional  Delegation 

New  Mexico  State  Government 

Lieutenant  Governor’s  Office 

New  Mexico  Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau 
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1553  Brookvale  Drive  #1 
San  Jose,  CA  95129 
February  2, 2000 


Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
BLM,  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


DRAFT  EIS  FOR  THE  "RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN”: 
ADOPT  ALTERNATIVE  3 


EMS-1 


I  commend  you  and  the  staff  at  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  your  Initiative  to 
restore  the  ecology  of  streams  and  environmentally  sensitive  areas  on  federal  public 
lands  under  your  jurisdiction. 

(  strongly  urge  that  the  BLM  adopt  ALTERNATIVE  3  of  the  Draft  EIS  for  the 
“Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habtfat  Management  Plan."  That  aHemative  vwH  exclude  grazing 
by  domestic  livestock  in  riparian  areas.  The  presence  of  cattle  Is  incompatible  with  the 
ecological  health  of  those  areas  and  with  maintaining  the  diversity  of  plants  and  animals 
that  depend  upon  them.  We  can  best  restore  sensitive  riparian  and  aquatic  areas  with 
the  permanent  removal  of  cattle. 


Thank  you  for  your  kind  consideration  of  my  comments. 
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Response  to  EMS-1 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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13680  Page  Mill  Road 
Los  Altos  Hills,  CA  94022 
February  5, 2000 


Jim  Silva,  Project  Leader 
BLM,  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano  Road,  N.E. 
Albuquerque,  NM  ^107-4935 


Dear  Mr.  Silva, 


RE:  DEIS  -  stream  and  wetland  protection 


I  strongly  urge  adoption  of  Alternative  3  of  the  DEIS  which  would  remove 
cattle  from  400  miles  of  streams  and  wetlands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

Protection  of  riparian  areas  is  vital  to  survival  of  plant  and  ammal  species 
and  in  helping  reduce  soil  erosion.  Cattle  grazing  degrades  riparian  ares,  as 
shown  in  "Cash  Cows",  a  special  San  Jose  Mercury  News  report  on  public  land 
grazing,  winch  I  have  enclosed. 

Cattle  grazing  is,  therefore,  incompatible  with  good  environmental  manage¬ 
ment  of  riparian  areas. 

Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Enclosure:  Special  Report  -  Cash  Cows 
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Response  to  NC-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3  is  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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CRS-2 


CRS-3 


February  6. 2000 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Albuquerque  New  Mexico  Field  Office 
435MorTtanoRoacl,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 


00  FE? 


J .!  I. 


Charles  R.  Sands 
418  W.  40*’ Street 
San  Pedro,  CA  90731 

My  Dear  Fellow  Americans, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  my  views  for  consideration  during  the  review  of  the 
of  the  draft  EIS  being  prxxiuced  by  the  Bureau  with  regard  to  New  Mexico’s  riparian  and 
riverine  areas.  As  the  stated  mandate  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  to  “sustain  the 
health,  drversity,  and  productivity  of  the  land  and  resources  entrusted  to  us... based  on  the 
principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield"  (BLM),  the  public  Is  entitled  to  a 
comprehensive  review  of  the  f^ors  involved.  Of  primary  concern  to  a  comprehensive 
review  of  the  present  situation  is  an  analysis  of  the  impact  and  costs  associated  with  the 
prxwision  of  federal  subsidies  to  furnish  grazing  land  to  private  cattle  industry  interests. 

Historically,  the  federal  government  has  maintained  a  dose  and  cooperative  relationship  with 
the  cattle  industry.  Although  that  relationship  may  have  fostered  a  certain  amount  of 
economic  growth,  the  long-term  costs  associated  with  this  use  have  been  inadequately 
estimated.  While  the  grazing  of  cattle  on  public  lands  accounts  for  a  statistically  small  portion 
of  the  total  feed  requirement  of  the  industry,  it’s  impact  on  the  ecosystems  affected  Is 
significant  and  unquestionably  detrimental.  Bovine  grazing  causes  manifold  insults  to 
sensitive  areas.  Of  these,  riparian  zones  are  perhaps  the  most  drastically  affected. 
Eutrophication,  streamside  erosion,  increased  sediment  loading  secondary  to  cattle 
crossings,  and  the  destruction  of  riverine  and  riparian  vegetation  by  grazing  are  among  the 
most  disturbing  of  those  Impacts. 

The  long-term  destmction  of  riparian  habitats  to  support  this  non-essential  industry  practice  Is 
shortsighted.  What  will  we  tell  our  children  when  they  ask  us  why  we  let  entire  species  of  fish 
such  as  the  Silvery  Minnow  wink  out  of  existence  or  what  is  was  like  to  sit  under  a  big  old 
willow  down  on  the  river  bank?  Will  our  children  accept  our  justificat'ion  tf^  a  few  cattlemen 
were  more  important  than  their  birthright?  I  have  spent  much  of  my  life  In  habitats  such  as 
those  which  we  now  have  the  opportunity  to  protect  and  preserve.  I  have  watched  as  the 
banks  crumbled  into  the  river  grown  green  with  scum  because  a  few  ranchers  were  allowed 
to  range  their  herds  down  to  the  river's  edge.  As  the  endemic  fish  and  wildlife  disappear  from 
their  former  home,  one  is  led  to  an  inescapable  conclusion.  We  are  poorer  as  a  spedes  for 
their  loss. 

From  a  BLM  perspective,  the  long-term  costs  associated  with  restoring  sensitive  riparian 
areas  would  appear  to  be  out  of  step  with  the  marginal  benefits  extracted  from  the  historic 
land  use.  Furthemiore,  federally  subsidized  cattle  grazing  on  public  lands,  when  endangered 
spedes  are  threatened,  is  contrary  to  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  Federal  Endangered 
Spedes  Act.  Therefore,  I  urge  BLM  staff  to  support  ALTERNATIVE  3  of  the  Draft  EIS  and 
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Response  to  CRS-1: 

The  comment  addresses  an  issue  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
Response  to  CRS-2: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Response  to  CRS-3: 

The  HMP  that  is  an  outcome  of  the  NEPA  process  will  be  in  full  compliance  with  the  ESA.  The 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  and  the  BLM  have  conducted  informal  and  formal 
consultations  related  to  the  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  as  part  of  the  Section  7  process  of  the  ESA.  The 
HMP  (Volume  2  of  the  FEIS)  contains  numerous  actions  that  should  assist  in  the  recovery  of  habitat  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  and  other  species  of  special  concern.  Your  support  for  Alternative  3 
has  been  noted;  see  the  response  to  Misc.l. 
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CRS-3 

(cont.) 


voice  it’s  support  for  removal  of  cattle  from  400  miles  of  streams  and  wetlands  in  New 
Mexico. 


My  children  and  I  thank  you  for  the  appropriate  consideration  which  we  are  certain  you  will 
give  to  this  vital  issue.  We  look  forward  to  a  positive  and  appropriate  resolution  to  this  matter, 
which  will  allow  our  family  to  continue  our  special  relationship  with  this  land,  which  does, 
indeed,  belong  to  us  all. 


CRS-3 

(cont.) 


Respectfully, 


Charles  R.  Sands  R.N. 


DEIS  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


[This  page  intentionally  left  blank.] 
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February  9,  2000 

Mr.  Jim  Silva,  Albuquerque  Project  Leader 
BLM  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  MontanoRoad,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  87107-4935 

Re:  Draft  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office 


Dear  Mr.  Silva, 


WRH-1 

WRH-2 

WRH-3 

WRH-4 

WRH-5 

WRH-6 


On  behalf  of  myself  and  other  BLM  Lessees  and  landowners  in  this  community  I  am 
commenting  on  the  Draft  EIS.  We  are  mainly  interested  in  the  area  west  of  the  Continental 
Divide  in  Rio  Arriba  County.  This  area  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Lindrith  community  and 
is  comprised  of  approximately  86%  private  land  and  14%  BLM ,  this  area  is  not  specifically 
identified  or  discussed  in  the  document  therefore  my  comments  are  limited  in  nature  and  are 
intended  to  maintain  our  standing  in  the  process  and  if  necessary  in  the  future. 

Regarding  the  Summary  page  S-1, 1  strongly  support  Alternative  1:  Current  Management.  The 
BLM  should  continue  the  present  guidance  and  objectives  in  the  DEIS  by  continuing 
management  for  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  making  improvements  where  and  when 
funding  and  opportunities  exist.  Current  management  strategies  and  site  specific  improvement 
projects  are  obtaining  desired  results.  I  am  opposed  to  Alternative  3:  Removal  of  livestock  and 
revising  the  Rio  Puerco  RMP.  The  information  in  Tables.  1  under  the  Issues/Action  Item  column 
do  not  adequately  address  the  cumulative  impacts  of  roads  and  pipelines  and  their  contribution 
to  increased  erosion  and  runoff  volumes  and  velocities. 

Table  1 . 1  in  the  introduction  is  correct  that  there  are  no  riparian  areas  in  this  part  of  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  area.  The  Alternatives  in  Section  2  clearly  indicate  that  current 
management  is  achieving  improvement  without  drastic  changes  being  required.  Alternatives  2 
and  3  should  not  be  selected  because  they  indicate  that  management  strategies  and  focus  would 
be  narrowed  and  other  uses  and  activities  would  be  constrained  or  eliminated,  resulting  in  a 
narrowed  and  exclusive  management  which  is  contradictory  to  the  principle  and  intent  of 
“multiple  use  “  required  by  FLPMA.  Alternative  1:  Current  Management  (no  action  alternative) 
is  achieving  improvement  as  stated  in  2.1.1,  page  2-1  while  complying  with  spirit  and  intent  of 
FLPMA,  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  and  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  (PRIA).  The 
Experimental  Stewardship  Program  could  be  utilized  as  a  result  of  this  process  but  has  not  been 
considered  among  the  alternatives  but  should  be.  Table  2,1  on  page  2-6  should  give  more 
attention  to  the  erosion  and  other  adverse  affects  caused  by  failed  design  and  maintenance  of 
roads,  pipelines  and  other  right  of  ways,  more  comment  should  be  made  to  describe  repair, 
remediation,  restoration  and  abandonment  and  reclamation. 

In  2.5,  Alternatives  and  issues  considered  but  eliminated  for  the  detailed  analysis,  recreational 
use  and  mineral  development  can  and  do  have  significant  impacts  and  harmful  affects  on  the 
affected  environment  (riparian  habitats)  and  must  be  fully  included  and  more  completely 
incorporated  into  Final  EIS,  the  selected  alternative  and  all  of  the  Section  4,  Consequences  and 
mitigative  measures. 
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Response  to  WRH-1: 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  support  for  Alternative  1  is  noted. 

Response  to  WRH-2: 

The  BLM  agrees  that  road  construction  and  maintenance,  pipeline  construction,  and  other  human 
activities  that  disturb  soil  can  have  a  cumulative  impact  on  watershed  runoff  and  erosion.  However,  the 
scope  of  this  EIS  was  limited  to  a  specific  set  of  riparian-wetland  habitats  and  the  activities  that  occur 
within  them. 

Response  to  WRH-3: 

All  alternatives  would  be  implemented  within  the  mandates  of  the  FLPMA  and  other  applicable 
laws  and  regulations.  Normally,  the  BLM  does  not  stop  multiple-use  activities;  rather,  it  adjusts  the 
activities  so  that  management  objectives,  such  as  improving  and  protecting  riparian  habitat,  can  be 
achieved. 

Response  to  WRH-4: 

The  BLM  intends  to  utilize  all  potential  tools  and  policies  at  its  disposal,  including  working  closely 
with  permittees  and  adjacent  landowners,  to  improve  riparian  habitat.  All  alternatives  allow  for  the  use  of 
innovative  projects  and  programs  that  can  potentially  improve  land  conditions. 

Response  to  WRH-5: 

The  HMP  describes  a  set  of  riparian-area-specific  data  collection  activities  and  management  actions 
that  will  be  implemented  to  restore  and  sustain  these  habitats.  If  roads,  pipelines,  other  right-of-ways,  elk 
grazing,  recreational  or  other  activities  are  contributing  to  riparian  habitat  degradation,  these  issues  will 
be  addressed  at  the  HMP  implementation  stage. 

Response  to  WRH-6: 

The  BLM  did  not  include  a  recreational  or  mineral  alternative  because  of  the  limited  extent  of  these 
activities  in  riparian  areas  and  the  inability  to  manage  riparian  habitats  within  these  management 
frameworks.  However,  recreational  and  mineral  activities  were  addressed  in  the  development  of  the 
HMP. 
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WRH-10 


WRH-11 


WRH-12 


WRH-13  I 
WRH-14  I 


Page  2  Feb.  9, 2000 
Comments  on  Draft  EIS 
By,  W.R.  Humphries 

Under  4.1,  page  4-2  Management  Issues,  again  understates  or  ignores  the  other  activities  that 
can  also  affect  the  resources  considered.  There  are  other  activities  and  uses  that  are  within  the 
control  of  the  BLM  such  as:  roads,  pipelines,  illegal  activities  (off  road  driving,  poaching,  wood 
theft,  vandalism),  recreation  and  overuse  by  wildlife  (mostly  elk)  that  must  be  included  in  the 
final  EIS  and  implemented  plans  in  order  to  achieve  a  desired  beneficial  result  for  all  concerned. 
Section  4.1.1  Grazing  the  text  on  pages  4-2  through  4-8  is  highly  biased  against  cattle  grazing 
and  does  not  present  a  balanced  discussion  or  citation  of  source  documents.  This  section  clearly 
understates  or  ignores  overgrazing  by  wildlife  and  fails  to  cite  beneficial  results  of  well  managed 
grazing  by  cattle.  The  language  and  literature  citation  in  the  Final  EIS  should  include  discussion 
and  documentation  of  the  beneficial  results  of  cattle  grazing  and  suggestions  that  utilize 
domestic  livestock  grazing  as  a  management  tool  for  the  affected  environment.  Section  4.3,  page 
4-39  clearly  states  that  all  three  alternatives  will  result  in  “net  beneficial  impacts  to  the  riparian- 
wetland  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM’s  Albuquerque  Field  Office”.  Therefore,  the 
need  for  adopting  Alternative  2  or  3  would  be  subjective  and  a  matter  of  opinion  or 
interpretation  more  than  scientific  methodology  or  deduction  from  monitoring  data.  In  section 
4.2  Impact  Analysis,  there  is  reference  or  insinuation  that  cultural  and  paleontological  resources 
are  threatened  by  cattle  grazing  and  subsequent  trampling  and  erosion.  It  is  highly  unlikely  that 
damage  to  those  resources  occurs  through  trampling  but  if  it  does  it  is  no  more  likely  to  occur 
from  cattle  than  it  is  wildlife.  Erosion  will  continue  with  or  without  livestock  and/or  wildlife.  On 
page  4-25  in  the  final  paragraph  of  4.2. 1 .3  it  is  stated  that  “under  alternative  one  “impacts  are 
anticipated  to  be  minimal  to  negligible”  and  “continuation  of  current  management  is  expected  to 
reduce  erosion  thereby  providing  additional  protection  to  cultural  and  paleontological 
resources”.  I  concur.  In  section  4.6  Cumulative  Impacts,  page  4-40  the  summary  should  fully 
include  and  discuss  the  impacts  resulting  from  roads,  pipelines,  well  pads.  Right  of  ways, 
recreation  and  other  uses  that  were  not  adequately  included  or  evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

I  make  the  following  suggestions  to  include  in  the  current  management  Alternative:  increase 
prescribed  bums,  increased  chemical  control  of  big  sagebrush,  increase  control  an  reduction  of 
Rabbitbrush,  increase  control  and  prevention  of  spread  of  noxious,  initiate  aggressive  road 
maintenance  and  reclamation,  abandonment  and  repair  program  and  plan.  Implement 
construction  of  nontraditional  structures  to  slow  velocity  of  runoff  in  arroyo  channels,  consider 
resloping  vertical  banks  of  larger  arroyos,  initiate  efforts  to  utilize  law  enforcement  to  lessen 
damage  from  vandalism,  theft  and  off  road  driving.  The  wildlife,  particularly  big  game  must  be 
managed  to  balance  populations  to  the  amount  of  forage  allocated  to  them.  The  practice  of 
managing  and  designating  unoccupied  or  potential  habitat  as  if  it  were  occupied  should  be 
stopped  and  resources  utilized  to  continue  improvements  under  Alternative  1. 

'  *  ’  ;ep  me  informed  and  included. 
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WR-  Humphries 
PO  Box  108 
Lindrith,NM  87029 
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Response  to  WRH-7: 

The  HMP  describes  a  set  of  riparian-area-specific  data  collection  activities  and  management  actions 
that  will  be  implemented  to  restore  and  sustain  these  habitats.  If  roads,  pipelines,  other  right-of-ways,  elk 
grazing,  recreational  or  other  activities  are  contributing  to  riparian  habitat  degradation,  these  issues  will 
be  addressed  at  the  HMP  implementation  stage. 

Response  to  WRH-8: 

Because  land  in  most  of  the  BLM  riparian  areas  addressed  in  this  EIS  is  used  for  livestock  grazing,  a 
more  detailed  analysis  of  the  ranching  environment  and  associated  activities  is  included  than  for  other 
activities  such  as  mining  and  recreation.  Elk  numbers  have  increased  and  may  be  reducing  the  livestock 
grazing  capacity  on  some  lands.  Carrying  capacities  for  grazing  animals  (livestock  and  wildlife)  using 
public  land  are  now  based  on  monitoring.  Management  objectives  are  established  for  the  land  on  the 
basis  of  our  recognition  that  wildlife  and  livestock  use  the  land.  Carrying  capacities  for  livestock  are  also 
set  on  the  basis  of  monitoring  and  also  take  into  account  that  both  livestock  and  wildlife  use  the  forage. 
The  BLM  is  responsible  for  habitat  management  for  multiple  uses.  Game  population  management  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  NMDG&F.  When  habitat  degradation  is  caused  by  wildlife,  the  BLM  makes 
management  recommendations  to  the  NMDG&F  for  addressing  the  problems. 

Response  to  WRH-9: 

The  alternatives  represent  different  costs,  efficiencies,  and  regulatory  issues,  and  thus  are  not 
identical  in  terms  of  field  office  implementation. 

Response  to  WRH-10: 

Domestic  livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  along  with  other  human  and  natural  activities,  can 
accelerate  soil  erosion  processes.  Accelerated  soil  erosion  can  degrade  archaeological  sites. 

Response  to  WRH-11: 

The  comment  has  been  noted,  and  summary  information  has  been  updated  to  reflect  other 
cumulative  effects.  Because  land  in  most  of  the  BLM  riparian  areas  addressed  in  this  EIS  is  used  for 
livestock  grazing,  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  the  ranching  environment  and  associated  activities  is 
included  than  for  other  activities  such  as  mining  and  recreation. 

Response  to  WRH-12: 

The  commenter  makes  a  number  of  excellent  recommendations  for  specific  actions  that  can  be 
applied  to  individual  riparian  areas.  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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Response  to  WRH-13: 

The  BLM  is  responsible  for  habitat  management  for  multiple  uses.  Game  population  management  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  NMDG&F.  When  habitat  degradation  is  caused  by  wildlife,  the  BLM  makes 
management  recommendations  for  addressing  the  problems  to  the  NMDG&F. 

Response  to  WRH-14: 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Mr.  Jim  SiKa.  Project  Lekder 
Bureau  of  Laod  Management 
Albuquerque  Field  Office 
435  Montano,  NE 
Albuquerque,  NM  871 
Fax;  505/761-8911 


^  FOREST  _ 

Guardians 


r.  Bill  Merhege,  Project  Leader 
Las  Crucea  Field  OfTice 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1800  Marquess 
Las  Cruces,  NM  88003 
Fax:  505/  323-4412 


Mr.  Bob  Moore,  Project  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Famoington  Field  Office 
1235  La  Plata  Highway,  Suite  A 
Farmington,  NM  87401 
Fax:  503/  399-8998 


Ms.  Pam  Herrera,  Project  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Taos  Field  0£5ce 

226  Crus  Alts  Road 

Taos.  NM  87571 

Fax:  505/  758-1620 


RE:  Riparian  and  Aqusde  Habitat  Management  Plan  and  Draft  ElS'a 
Dear  Sira  and  Ms.  Hctrcra: 


Introduction 

I  write  to  provide  both  general  and  spaoiflo  comments  on  each  of  the  above  mentioned  plans.  In  gejoenl,  X 
chinlc  the  plans  are  an  exeeUeni  way  to  inform  the  general  public  about  the  status  and  condition  of  riparian 
habitats  on  BLM  landa  in  New  Mexico.  Frankly,  I  think  the  BLM  and  the  public  would  beaerved  quite  well 
if  the  agency  produced  a  similar  document  for  each  BLM  field  office  in  the  western  United  States.  The 
documents  are  sccurate,  with  informative  maps  and  graphs  and  provide  a  condensed  and  easily  readable 
product.  1  also  believe  the  EIS's  provide — ^better  than  all  the  somewhat  random  individual  documents  the 
BLM  has  produced  on  the  subject — a  solid  foundation  upon  which  the  agency  can  be  held  accountsbla  to 
itself  wnd  the  general  public.  Protecting  and  restoring  riparian  wetlaml  communities  is  one  of  the  ageocy’'s 
most  essential  tasks. 
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NEPA  Concerns 

1 .  The  Need  For  Additional  Alternatives 

First  of  all,  the  BJS's  present  a  clear  bias  in  favor  of  the  BLM's  preferred  alternative  that  unnecessarily  and 
inapproplately  undermines  choosing  Alternative  3,  which  is  essentially  the  no-grazing  alternative.  As  each 
of  the  DEIS’s  candidly  admit,  “streams  that  are  permauenily  protected  from  grazing  have  the  highest 
probability  of  successful  recovery.**  Furthermore,  each  EIS  also  states  "some  have  suggested  that  livestock 
can  be  used  as  a  ‘tool’  in  riparian  CDhancement  [however]  there  is  no  ecological  basis  to  indicate  that 
livestock  grazing,  under  any  management  strategy,  can  accelerate  riparian  rcctivirry  more  rapid  than  local 
exclusion."  Despite  this  amission,  the  BLM  still  is  choosing  to  allow  livestock  grazing  simply  to 
accommodate  a  few  livestock  permit  holders. 

Although  the  BLM  claims  its  goal  for  its  riparian/weUand  program  is  “to  restore  and  protect  riparian  and 
associated  habitats'"  that  it  manages,  it  is  obvious  that  the  selection  of  Altamsiive  3  is  th*  only  strategy 
which  ensures  meeting  thar  goal.  One  way  the  BLM  undarmines  soleocJng  Altarostlve  3  os  a  cradibla 
alternative  is  to  scrip  it  of  ^aany  of  the  positive  slecnetus  that  ore  included  in  Alternative  2.  which  aSldo 
from  the  Las  Cruces  field  office,  is  the  BLM’s  preferred  alternative.  For  example,  elemenu  i^luded  in 
Aliornative  2  but  inc.xplicabla  not  included  in  Altemaiive  3  include:  tbs  dsvelopmept  of  explicit  goals  for 
which  progress  f.aTv  fea  measured  by  a  sat  of  specific  endpoints;  and  sampling  tO  "provida  qiiantiiativc 
results  to  support  dafwnsible  decieion-making."  If  these  substantive  elements  were  included  ih  Alternative 
3  it  would  provide  each  of  the  decision  makers  with  a  legitimate  alternative  that  would  allow  the  BLM  to 
best  maet  its  mandate  under  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  Management  Act  (FLPMA).  We  believe  the  BLM 

t-»  I  »  Second  Stfcec  v  Santa  Pe,  New  Mexico  87505  v  505-9fl8*9l  26  v  Faciimilc  505-989-8623 
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Response  to  JCH-1: 

Alternative  3,  Grazing  Management,  was  developed  in  response  to  the  public  scoping  comments, 
which  stated  that  domestic  livestock  grazing  is  an  inappropriate  use  of  riparian  areas  and  should  not  be 
allowed  to  occur  at  any  time.  The  introductory  discussion  of  alternatives  in  Chapter  2  of  the  DEIS  (BLM 
1999)  pointed  out  that  each  of  the  alternatives  is  capable  of  accomplishing  the  objectives  of  protecting 
and  improving  riparian  habitats  under  BLM  jurisdiction.  In  addition,  other  land  management  activities 
would  continue  within  the  BLM  field  offices  regardless  of  which  alternative  is  selected  for  the 
management  of  riparian  areas.  These  other  management  activities  include  application  of  the  guidance 
provided  in  BLM  Manual  Transmittal  Sheet:  1737  -  Riparian-Wetland  Area  Management  (BLM  1992b), 
andBLMTRs  1737-3  and  1737-5  through  15  (BLM  1989;  1990;  1992a,c;  1993a,b;  1994a,b;  1996a,b; 
1997;  1998),  which  specifically  apply  to  riparian  area  management  practices.  While  the  application  of 
that  guidance  is  detailed  in  the  overall  context  of  adaptive  management  in  the  description  of  Alternative 
2,  the  guidance  would  also  apply  to  the  other  two  alternatives.  However,  the  distinction  between 
Alternative  2  and  Alternative  3  is  one  of  flexibility.  Alternative  2  allows  for  the  design  of 
allotment-specific  strategies  that  apply  to  the  management  of  domestic  livestock  and  other  activities  in 
conjunction  with  a  priority  emphasis  on  riparian  habitat  restoration.  Alternative  3  would  simply  exclude 
livestock  use,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  it  could  be  accommodated  consistent  with  riparian 
management  objectives. 

The  commenter  is  also  suggesting  a  new  alternative  (i.e.,  the  combination  of  Alternatives  2  and  3). 
The  BLM  is  responsible  for  sound  resource  management.  The  FLPMA  directs  the  BLM  to  manage 
resources  for  multiple  use,  and  livestock  grazing  is  one  of  the  multiple  uses.  The  new  alternative  would 
not  only  require  additional  time  and  funding  to  develop  and  analyze  but  does  not  appear  to  be  consistent 
with  the  mandates  of  the  FLPMA  or  with  historical  land  management  practices  of  the  BLM.  Normally, 
the  BLM  does  not  stop  particular  activities,  but  adjusts  them  so  that  management  objectives  can  be 
achieved. 
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*hoald  crtai.  iddiiiaru!  .hemit>v».  Aluriutivc  4.  wbcb  combines  ihc  best  elemems  of  Altemetives  2 
»nd  3. 


JCH-2 


JCH-3 


While  each  of  the  DElS’s  provides  a  cursory  discussion  of  the  ovciuU  importance  ofwatenheds  to  the 
ftiBctiomaa  and  health  of  riparian  ecosystems,  each  uliimaiely  fail*  to  propoie  any  managemant  for  UDUndt 
to  eosure  npanan  recovery.  This  is  unacceptable.  As  the  BLM  itself  admits,  riparian  communities  are 
uwxtncnbly  linked  to  their  swoundinc  uplands.  There  is  a  library  full  of  sciendflc  Kteratme  supporting  the 
twiion  that  riparian  communities  can  not  be  manaced  independent  of  their  watenhei.  One  of  the  best 
literature  reviews  of  this  subject  is  eotitletflmproving  Southwestern  Riparian  Areas  Through  Watershed 
Management."  a  US  Forest  Service  General  Technical  Report,  by  Larry  DeBano  and  Larry  Schmidt. 

I  will  share  one  brief  section  from  that  review  which  summarizes  the  need  to  include  watershed 
nLanagetnent  as  a  scientifically  defensible  part  of  any  riparian  coanagement  plan: 

In  summary,  healthy  riparian  areas  reflect  sound  watershed  conditions.  Riparian  areas  provide  the 
fioa)  natural  treatment  of  watershed  flows  to  filter  sediments,  remove  nutrients,  control  water 
temperatures,  and  regulate  base  and  flood  flows.  These  areas  must  be  considered  ii\  a  watershed 
context,  because  all  tribut:^  effects  accumulate  to  influence  riparian  healt|i  and  stability.  Upland 
watersheds  in  good  condition  absorb  storm  energies,  regulate  storm  flows  through  the  soil  mantle, 
and,  as  a  result,  provide  stability  to  the  entire  watershed  This,  in  turn,  provides  sustained  flows  * 
necessary  for  supporting  healthy  riparian  ecosystems.  In  contrast,  abused  watersheds  have 
developed  expanded  ctuuinel  networVs  In  response  to  Increased  surface  flows.  These  networks 
matnufn  undesirable  flashy  runoff  and  available  sediment. 

Despite  the  clear  inierdepeodence  of  riparian  health  on  watershed  condition,  the  riparian  managemeot  plans 
and  DEIS's  have  proposed  nothing  with  respect  to  the  watersheds  surrounding  BLM  managed  riparian 
areas.  While  many  riparian  areas  the  agency  manages  “oro  often  only  a  small  part  of  a  larger  area  under  . 
other  jurisdiedons,  over  which  the  BLM  has  not  management  responsibilicy  or  authority,”  that  does  not 
excuse  the  BLM’s  neglect  with  respect  to  this  critical  issue.  As  the  Farmington  DEIS  states;  “  BLM 
riparian  arvaa  ara  sfifaeted  by  the  aorivitiae  and  quality  of  the  watershed,  and  the  health  of  the  riparian  azu 
would  contribute  to  the  preeenc  conditions  of  the  waterthed,  depending  on  the  size,  structure  and  location  of 
tha  riparian  ares.”  Despiia  this  claar  admission  nowhere  it  there  a  discussion  of  what  watershed  actions  the 
BLM  plans  to  take  to  ensure  and  expedite  recovery  of  the  riparian  wetland  ecosystems  It  does  manage.” 

Furthermore,  there  are  oumerous  watersheds  such  as  the  upper  Rio  Puerco.  where  the  acency  does,  in  fact, 
manage  a  large  part  of  the  surrounding  watershed.  As  an  example,  as  long  as  intermittent,  ephemeral  and 
dry  washes  in  the  -Rio  Puerco  basin  continue  to  be  degraded  and  unstable,  the  proposed  management 
actions  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  Plan  will  not  result  in  the  full  recovery  of  tha«  riparian 
communities.  The  same  is  true  to  a  lesser  extent  with  numerous  other  watershedsyriparian  communities 
where  the  BLM  owns  a  significant  portion  land  suxTounding  the  riparian  community. 

We  believe  the  BLM  has  a  clear  obligation  to  present  an  additional  alternative,  which  addresses  the  need 
for  an  Integrated  approach  to  watershed/riparian  management  in  order  to  manage  exclusively  for  healthy 
riparian  communities.  The  BLM’s  rhetoric  in  all  of  the  agency  ripariaua  manuals  clearly  identifies  the 
connection  beeween  watershed  and  riparian  communities  so  silence  on  this  mancf  in  this  maaer  is  in  an 
unacceptable  circumstance. 

2.  Riparian  Communities  Excluded 

In  order  for  the  public  and  the  decision-maker  to  be  accurately,  the  BLM  must  rely  on  the  best  available 
Infbrtnation.  Bach  of  the  DEIS's  iiuniplicsbly  aod  unjuAtifiobly  has  excluded  numerous  riparian 
communities.  Wc  find  thi.%  very  disconcerting,  especially  in  light  of  the  limited  number  of  riparian/wetland 
communities  that  the  agency  manages. 

AlbuQueroue  Field  Office 
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Response  to  JCH-2: 

While  there  is  no  question  that  the  upland  portions  of  watersheds  relate  to  the  condition  and  function 
of  the  riparian  elements  of  those  watersheds,  the  scope  of  this  EIS  focuses  on  the  riparian  areas  under 
BLM  jurisdiction.  Moreover,  management  strategies  that  are  subsequently  designed  and  implemented  for 
the  uplands  would  emphasize  riparian  habitat  protection. 

Response  to  JCH-3: 

As  additional  wetland  areas,  including  the  ones  mentioned  in  the  comment,  come  to  the  attention  of 
the  BLM,  they  will  be  assessed  for  their  riparian  habitat  values  and,  as  appropriate,  will  be  incorporated 
into  the  HMP.  For  example,  on  the  basis  of  comments  received  from  a  number  of  individuals.  Las 
Huertas  Creek  has  been  added  as  a  specified  riparian  area. 
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The  number,  sc^  and  type  of  ripanao/wetJajid  commonitiej  excluded  from  the  Albuoueroue  rv«. 

11  he  due  to  the  fact  that  we  know  the  riparian  communitiej  be«  in  this  portion  of* 

the  state.  The  followuis  is  a  list  of  npanan  communities  not  addressed  in  the  EIS: 


•  Numerous  playa  lakes  within  and  adljacent  to  the  El  Malpais  National  Conservation  Area 

•  Us  Huertas  Creek  near  the  Santa  Ana  Pueblo  and  the  community  of  PItcilas. 

•  Various  stretches  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Rio  Puerco,  especially  above  arid  below  the 
confluence  with  the  Arroyo  Chico. 

•  Peralu  Canyon  near  Tent  Rocks. 

•  Sttdon  Arroyo  above  the  confluence  with  the  Arroyo  Chico. 

•  Rio  Sanorito  above  the  4  cuiremly  excluded  areas  and  a  perennial  tribuury. 

•  An  intermittent  tributary  to  the  Rio  Seoorito. 


JCH-3 

(cont.) 


In  addition  to  the  sijecific  areas  identified  above  we  are  stzmo^d  that  the  BLM  chose  to  exclude  oumermis 
rtpananareas  that  are  m  between  riparian  excloiurei.  These  areas  may  be  horribly  overnazod  as  X  can 
attest  after  a  recent  visit  to  Senorito  Creeks  but  they  are  nevertheleaa  riparian  habitats.  I  do  not 
how  the  agency  could,  exclude  these  areas  from  its  list  of  riparian  habitats. 

FuTtharmore,  after  seeing  places  like  Senorito  Creek  and  a  tributary  stream  to  it  excluded  from  the  list  I 
simply  vender  whether  there  are  other  similar  areas  the  BLM  has  excluded.  There  is  no  doubt  the  BLM  is 
aware  of  many  of  these  riparian  areas.  However,  it  appears  that  identifying  them  in  these  riparian 
management  plans  would  mean  the  BIM  would  be  Md  accountable  for  their  future  management.  I  urge 
you  to  mclude  these  any  and  all  other  riparian  areas  in  the  next  version  of  these  plans. 

Las  Cnices  Field 

The  arbitr^ly  defined  EIS  boundary  identifled  by  the  Field  Offlcc  excludes  numerous  riparian 
communities  on  the  east  side  of  the  Black  Range  and  the  west  side  of  the  Saenunento  Motmtains.  While  the 
BLM  may  believe  that  the  scope  of  the  DEIS*s  is  to  mirror  the  FWS  biological  opinions,  we  are  not  aware 
of  this  limitatiotL  It  would  be  a  thr  more  valuable  document  to  the  public  mvI  the  agency  itself  if  ell 
riparian  areas  wtihln  the  Field  Office  were  included.  Notwithstanding  the  above  concerns,  we  are  aware  of 
I  riparian  comimmity  not  addresaed  in  the  EIS. 


■  Old  oxbow  wetlands  along  the  west  bank  of  the  Rio  Crande  10  milec  north  of  Las  Ciuces. 
Taos  Field  Office 

The  Taos  Field  OflSoe  appears  to  have  siznibrly  excluded  inclusion  of  riparian  habitats  along  the  Rio 
Grende  and  Rio  Chaxna.  We  are  aware  of  no  Justification  or  fotmdation  for  doing  So.  As  stated  above,  we 
believe  the  document  would  be  far  more  valuable  if  it  is  more  inclusive. 

Farmingion  Field  Office 

Unfortunately,  we  are  unfamiliar  with  much  of  the  public  lands  managed  by  tbe  Farmington  field  ofXtce  and 
thus  are  unable  to  offer  constructive  ii^ut  about  tbe  adequacy  and  scope  of  the  identification  of  riparian 
communities.  We  hope  your  list  is  inclusive. 


Federal  Lands  Policy  Management  Act  Concerns 


JCH-4 


The  BLM’s  over-riding  mandate  with  respect  to  any  and  all  activities  that  it  undertakes  is  to  ensure  that  the 
agency  pursues  land  management  activities  in  a  "combination  [of  uses]  that  will  best  meet  the  present  and 
future  needs  of  tbe  American  people**  with  a  consideration  to  “  the  relative  value  of  tbe  rcsourees." 
Norwithstanding  the  fact  that  each  of  the  DEIS‘s  clearly  states  this  mandate  (sec  2.4).  there  is  absolutely  no 
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Response  to  JCH-4: 

The  BLM  agrees  with  your  comment  that  the  economic  benefits  of  properly  functioning  riparian 
habitats  are  significant  and  has  addressed  those  benefits  in  the  HMP  (Volume  2)  of  the  FEIS. 
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discussion  of  the  relative  values  of  the  riparitn  resources.  For  this  reason,  we  believe  the  BLM’s  draft 
tipadan  management  plans  violate  the  substantive  mandate  ofFLPMA. 

There  b  no  question  that  riparian  communities  are  one  of  the  most,  tf  not  the  most,  valuable  assets  the 
agency  manages.  Tha  DElS's  each  recognixe  the  benenta  of  namrally  AmctloDiog  riparian  ecosystems  not 
only  for  fish  and  wildlife,  but  abo  fbr  water  quality,  flood  eoncrol,  recreation  and  other  humao-oriem^ 
benefits  that  are  unrelated  to  livestock  production.  With  that  in  mind,  it  b  inexcusable  for  the  BLM  not  to 
consider  which  of  the  proposed  alternatives  In  The  DEIS's  best  meets  the  needs  of  the  Amoricon  people 
considering  the  relative  valxie  of  the  resouxtes. 


JCH-4 

(cont.) 
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The  DBIS  s  do  an  adeqxiate  job  of  addressing  the  small  economic  impact  of  pursuing  the  no*sraxine 
alternative  as  U  would  adversely  affect  Uvcstock  production,  but  utterly  fsil  to  address  tha  economic 
benefits  of  the  oo-grazing  ahernative.  For  exampla,  tha  Albuquerque  DEIS  states:  **baeause  of  the  li«w^^■w^ 
amount  of  land  made  Inacocsaible,  ooufile  with  oontinuod  aooeea  to  vast  amounts  of  odter  public  fbr 
grazing,  this  bnjMctMis  expoctad  to  no|Jfgibla.**  (p.  4«39)  In  the  oase  of  tta  Fanningtoa  field  office,  tbe 
DBIS  clearly  shows  that  even  when  tnohiHIng  the  entirety  of  aUotmenta  thee  have  any  riparian  bfhhft,  a  i\o* 
graz^g  altemadve  would  effect  a  mere  •*^40  head  of  livestock.**  (p.3>12)  Despite  these  admbsions  of  (he 
relatively  small  adverse  efibets  to  Kvaitoek  production  of  implomentiog  the  oo-gnzing  altatnatlve  or  for 
that  matter  tbe  a^ptive  management  alternative,  there  is  no  discuuion  Of  fiw  econemic  befits  of  1 
restored  stream  in  terms  of  improved  wmtar  quality,  reduced  flood  damage,  and  greater  fish  and  wildlife. 
The  DElS's  are  each  fatally  flawed  without  a  more  thoron^  discuuion  and  analysis  of  the  gconomic 

of  the  no-grazing  altexTsarives.  Only  with  thb  infonnation  in  hand,  can  the  American  public  and 
the  decisioormalcer  make  an  Infonned  deebion  about  which  aitenatlve  best  meets  the  needs  of  the 
American  people. 

Conclusion 

u^lcr  reviewing  each  of  the  DElS's  it  is  clear  that  the  documents  are  just  that~drafts.  We  sincerely  hope 
that  you  go  back  to  the  drawing  board  to  make  the  plans  more  accurate  and  more  informative.  Finally,  ^ 
also  believe  that  Alter^ve  3—thc  no-grazing  alternative  is  the  one  that  best  fib  tbe  needs  of  New  Mexico 
residents  end  all  Americans.  Streams  and  wetlands  are  precious  resources  that  should  be  managed  to 
protect  publicly  valued  resources  such  as  clean  water,  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreational  and  aesthetic 
values.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  these  cotnmeots,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  me. 
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Response  to  JCH-5: 

The  BLM  appreciates  your  comments  and  the  others  received  on  the  DEIS  and  has  incorporated 
them  into  the  f^IS  and  the  HMP.  The  BLM  believes  that  the  selection  of  Alternative  2,  Adaptive 
Management,  will  result  not  only  in  protection,  but  in  significant  improvement  of  the  riparian  habitats 
included  in  the  scope  of  this  document. 
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Response  to  RL-1 

The  comment  is  nonspecific;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Response  to  RL-2 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation. 

Response  to  RL-3 

The  BLM  does  not  choose  one  grazing  management  system  over  another.  However,  periods  of  rest 
are  important  to  plant  health.  The  grazing  system  must  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  resource  but 
also  tailored  to  fit  the  livestock  operation.  Generally  year-long  grazing  is  suitable  only  where  there  are  a 
variety  of  plants,  a  minimum  of  steep  terrain,  numerous  watering  points,  and  proper  stocking.  Seedling 
survival  may  be  poor  or  may  not  occur  every  year  if  the  proper  conditions  are  not  present.  Hoof  action, 
however,  is  one  factor  that  does  help  create  better  seedbed  so  that,  if  other  conditions  are  right,  seedlings 
will  survive. 

Response  to  RL-4 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Response  to  RL-5 

The  comment  reflects  an  opinion;  thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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2  DESCRIPTION  OF  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


The  purpose  of  the  HMP  presented  in 
Volume  2  is  to  provide  guidance  for  the 
restoration  and  protection  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitats  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
BLM  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office,  New 
Mexico.  The  management  goals  are  to  maintain, 
restore,  improve,  protect,  and  expand  riparian 
areas  so  that  they  are  in  PFC  for  their 
productivity,  biological  diversity,  and 
sustainability.  These  goals  will  be  accomplished 
when  all  designated  riparian  areas  are  in  PFC, 
and  all  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitat  requirements  have  been  established. 

Although  the  BLM  has  been  actively 
managing  riparian  habitats  in  pursuit  of  this  goal 
for  over  a  decade,  the  need  to  place  special 
emphasis  on  these  important  resources  was 
triggered  by  legal  action  against  the  BLM.  The 


lawsuit  was  settled  when  the  BLM  agreed  to 
complete  an  EIS  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office,  including  a  HMP.  The  HMP  is  not 
specifically  intended  to  be  implemented  under 
the  authority  of  the  Sikes  Act.  In  addition,  the 
management  strategies  provided  in  the  HMP 
would  apply  to  subsequently  identified  riparian, 
wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  under  BLM 
jurisdiction  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office. 

The  development  of  a  HMP  on  the  basis  of 
Alternative  2,  Adaptive  Management,  allows  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  to  implement  a  set  of 
management  actions  specific  to  each  riparian 
area  following  a  common  management  strategy, 
the  primary  goals  of  which  are  the  restoration 
and  protection  of  riparian  and  aquatic  areas. 
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APPENDIX  A: 


ADDENDUM  TO  THE  ALBUQUERQUE 
FIELD  OFFICE  DRAFT  EIS 


This  addendum  provides  corrections  to  the 
text  and  figures  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  Riparian  and  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  in  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Ojfice  -  New  Mexico  (DEIS).  It  also  provides 
supplemental  information  to  the  DEIS. 

Page  1-2: 

The  following  text  should  be  added  to  the 
end  of  the  second  paragraph:  “Any  future 
riparian  areas  that  are  identified  or  developed 
within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Riparian  and 
Aquatic  HMP  in  the  Final  EIS.” 

Page  3-6: 

Table  3.2:  The  seventh  column  heading, 
“Number  of  PDES  Permits,”  is  incorrect.  The 
heading  should  be  “Number  of  NPDES 
Permits.” 

Table  3.2:  Arroyo  Chico  column  entries 
should  be  changed  as  follows:  TMDL 
Segment/Schedule:  0/-,  Number  of  Causes  for 
Non-Support:  0,  Number  of  NPDES  Permits: 

0,  Number  of  Water  Supply  Systems:  0. 

Table  3.2:  North  Plains  column  entries 
should  be  changed  as  follows:  TMDL 
Segment/Schedule:  0/-,  Number  of  Causes  for 
Non-Support:  0,  Number  of  NPDES  Permits: 

0,  Number  of  Water  Supply  Systems:  0. 

Table  3.2:  Footnote  “a”  should  read 
“Notes:  TMDL  Segment  =  river  miles  for 
which  total  maximum  daily  load  (TMDL) 
analysis  must  be  completed;  TMDL  Schedule  = 


the  mandatory  year  of  completion  by  the  New 
Mexico  Environment  Department  (NMED)  or 
the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  of  a  TMDL  document  describing  the 
causes  (water  quality  parameters)  and  sources 
(discharges  and  land-use  activities)  of  non¬ 
support  (causes  of  non-support  =  water  quality 
parameters  for  which  the  water  quality  of 
TMDL  segments  does  not  support  their 
designated  uses);  NPDES  Permits  =  discharge 
permits  issued  under  the  National  Pollution 
Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES);  Water 
Supply  Systems  =  regulated  drinking  water 
supply  systems  in  the  watershed  that  depend  on 
surface  water;  COE  Sec.  404  Permits  =  the 
number  of  actions  (information  provided,  public 
meetings,  field  inspections,  and  permits  issued 
by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  [COE]) 
regarding  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
and  Section  10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act; 
uses  Stations  =  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
(USGS)  stream  gauging  stations  in  the 
hydrologic  unit.” 

Page  3-9: 

Section  3.9:  First  paragraph,  first  sentence: 
tiger  salamander  should  be  deleted  from  the  list 
of  reptiles  and  should  be  added  to  the  list  of 
amphibians. 

Page  3-22: 

Section  3.12.7:  The  end  of  the  second 
paragraph  should  read  “Some  cattle  graze  the 
Cerros  Colorados  riparian  area  during  dry 
weather  periods  when  forage  conditions  are 
severely  diminished  on  uplands.  In  addition. 
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the  riparian  area  by  livestock  from  the  nearby 
Jemez  Indian  Reservation  (O’Haver  1999).” 

Page  3-23: 

Figure  3.5:  Soda  Spring  should  be  located 
at  the  bottom  of  the  figure  in  the  southeast 
comer  of  the  BLM-administered  public  land. 

Page  3-24: 

Section  3.12.8:  First  paragraph,  the  last 
sentence  should  read  “However,  the  Cachulie 
riparian  area  is  currently  accessible  to  trespass 
livestock  from  privately  owned  land  on  the  west 
side  of  the  Rio  Puerco  (O’Haver  1999).” 

Page  3-29: 

Soda  Spring  and  Road  Spring  should  be 
deleted  from  Figure  3.8.  Mound  Spring  is 
misspelled.  The  correct  spelling  is  Mound 
Springs. 

Page  3-30: 

First  paragraph,  the  allotment  number  is 
incorrect.  The  Rio  Salado  allotment  is  No.  59. 

Page  3-32: 

Figure  3.9:  Allotment  number  79  and  the 
allotment  boundary  above  it  should  be  deleted 
from  the  figure.  Road  Spring  should  be  added  to 
the  figure,  approximately  1.25  miles  northeast 
of  Ojo  Alamo  Spring  and  2  miles  southeast  of 
Lagunitas  Spring  and  Canyon  Complex. 

Page  3-37: 

Figure  3.11:  Wilderness  Study  Area  in  the 
figure  legend  should  just  be  Wilderness. 


Page  3-41: 

Table  3.4:  The  Rio  Salado  Community 
wetland  area  is  associated  with  Allotment 
No.  59  (Rio  Salado). 

Table  3.4:  The  Ojo  Frio  wetland  area  is 
associated  with  Allotment  No.  50  (I.C.  Grant). 

Table  3.4:  The  Mound  Springs  wetland 
area  is  associated  with  Allotment  No.  64  (San 
Ysidro  Community). 

Page  3-42: 

Table  3.4:  The  Chamisa  Losa  Spring  & 
Canyon  wetland  area  is  associated  with 
Allotment  No.  50  (I.C.  Grant). 

Table  3.4:  The  Ojo  de  las  Yeguas  wetland 
area  is  associated  with  Allotment  No.  50 
(I.C.  Grant). 

Page  3-43: 

Section  3.13.3:  The  Cebolla  Spring  wetland 
is  shown  in  Figure  3.1 1,  not  in  Figure  3.13. 

Page  3-45: 

Section  3.14:  First  paragraph,  the  reference 
to  Table  3.3  should  be  changed  to  Table  3.5. 

Page  3-46: 

Table  3.5:  Cebollita  Spring  is  associated 
with  the  Los  Pilares  Allotment. 

Los  Indios  Canyon  Spring  is 
associated  with  Allotment 
No.  49  (El  Banquito). 

Ojo  Atascoso  Spring  is 
associated  with  Allotment 
No.  50  (I.C.  Grant). 
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Page  3-47: 

Table  3.5:  Chupadera  Spring  is  associated 
with  Allotment  No.  43  (Chico 
Crossing). 

The  correct  spelling  for  the 
third  spring  listed  is  Lagunitas 
Spring. 

The  correct  spelling  for  the 
seventh  spring  listed  is  Kinard 
Arroyo  Spring. 

Kinard  Arroyo  Spring  is 
associated  with  Allotment 
No.  17  (Mesa  Portales). 

Smokey  Spring  is  associated 
with  Allotment  No.  10 
(Brandy). 

Ojo  de  Guitierrez  Spring  is 
associated  with  Allotment 
No.  10  (Brandy). 

Page  3-48: 

Table  3.5:  Elk  Spring  is  not  associated 

with  a  grazing  allotment  but  is 
included  within  the  Elk 
Springs  ACEC. 

Barrel  Spring  is  associated 
with  Allotment  No.  50  (I.C. 
Grant). 

Soda  Spring  is  associated  with 
Allotment  No.  39  (Cachulie). 

Page  3-49: 

Figure  3.14:  Ojo  Jarido  should  be  located 
about  3,000  feet  to  the  southeast,  near  the 
allotment  boundary. 


Page  4-19: 

Table  4.1:  The  Arroyo  Chico-Chico 
Crossing  cottonwood  planting  was  in  1989,  not 
1998. 

Page  4-29: 

Section  4.2.2. 1:  The  last  paragraph  of 
Section  4.2.2. 1  should  be  deleted. 

Page  4-35: 

Section  4.2.2. 1:  The  last  two  sentences 
should  be  deleted  from  the  text.  The  paragraph 
should  read  “  Under  the  Adaptive  Management 
Alternative,  livestock  grazing  would  be 
permitted  only  if  it  could  be  demonstrated  that 
grazing  would  have  no  significant  deleterious 
influence  on  riparian  habitat  (particularly  habitat 
for  threatened  and  endangered  species  or  other 
species  of  special  concern).” 

Page  4-39: 

Section  4.3:  The  section  heading  should 
read  ‘‘ADVERSE  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROJECT  IS 
IMPLEMENTED.” 

Page  5-1: 

Section  5.3:  New  Mexico  Environment 
Department  should  be  added  to  the  New  Mexico 
State  Government  list. 

Section  5.3:  New  Mexico  Soil 
Conservation  Districts  should  be  included  in  the 
listing  under  New  Mexico  State  Government. 

Page  5-2: 

Section  5.3:  New  Mexico  Soil 
Conservation  Districts  should  be  deleted  from 
the  listing  under  Nongovernment  Organizations. 
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APPENDIX  B: 


BIOLOGICAL  EVALUATION  FOR 
RIPARIAN  AND  AQUATIC  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 


B.l  INTRODUCTION 

This  biological  evaluation  has  been 
prepared  to  analyze  the  potential  impacts  on 
federally  listed  and  other  special  concern 
species  from  the  preferred  alternative  identified 
in  the  main  text  of  this  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for  Riparian  and 
Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  New  Mexico,  This 
FEIS  addresses  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management’s  (BLM’s)  Adaptive  Management 
Alternative  proposed  for  21  riparian  areas, 

1 1  wetlands,  and  26  springs/seeps  within 
Cibola,  McKinley,  Rio  Arriba,  and  Sandoval 
Counties. 

Fourteen  federally  listed,  proposed,  and 
candidate  species  are  known  or  have  the 
potential  to  occur,  or  once  occurred,  within  the 
four  counties  [U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(USFWS)  1999a].  In  addition,  a  number  of  other 
state-listed  and/or  BLM-sensitive  species  are 
reported  from  these  four  counties.  It  is  BLM 
policy  to  consider  state-listed  and  BLM- 
sensitive  species  in  its  planning  efforts. 

However,  the  habitats  required  or  preferred  by 
these  species  may  not  occur  within  the  specified 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  or  associated 
upland  allotment  areas  addressed  in  this  FEIS. 
The  potential  for  the  presence  of  these  species 
on  lands  that  could  be  affected  by  the  preferred 
alternative  and  any  potential  impacts  on  these 
species  and  their  habitats  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  preferred  alternative  are 
examined  in  this  biological  evaluation. 


B.1.1  Project  Description  and 
Alternatives 

The  Draft  DEIS  (BLM  1999b)  assessed  the 
potential  impacts  of  three  alternative 
management  strategies  developed  by  the  BLM 
for  protecting  and  restoring  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office.  For  over  a  decade, 
the  BLM  has  emphasized  the  protection  and 
restoration  of  streamside  riparian  areas  for  the 
benefit  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  as 
well  as  for  other  riparian-dependent  species. 
Each  alternative  is  capable  of  accomplishing  the 
proposed  action  of  protecting  and  restoring 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.  The  alternatives 
presented  in  the  DEIS  were  as  follows: 

•  Alternative  1:  Current  Management 
(No  Action  Alternative)  -  Continue  to 
manage  riparian  areas  in  accordance 
with  applicable  BLM  guidance  with 
the  objective  of  protecting  and 
restoring  such  areas  in  context  with 
authorizing  other  land  management 
activities.  Current  management  has 
already  protected  and  restored  some 
riparian  areas  either  by  removing 
domestic  livestock  from  selected 
riparian  areas  completely,  or  by 
implementing  other  management 
practices  during  the  growing  season. 

•  Alternative  2:  Adaptive  Management 
(Preferred  Alternative)  -  Assign 
highest  priority  to  implementing  those 
management  practices  identified  in 
current  BLM  management  guidance  as 
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protecting  and  restoring  all  riparian 
habitats  under  BLM  jurisdiction.  This 
alternative  would  require  a  specific 
focus  on  riparian  management; 
decisions  regarding  other  land 
management  activities  would  be 
constrained  to  limit  or  prevent  any 
adverse  impacts  on  riparian  areas. 

•  Alternative  3:  Grazing  Management 
(No  Grazing  Alternative)  -  Eliminate 
grazing  by  domestic  livestock  in 
riparian  areas  by  modifying  grazing 
allotments  to  exclude  such  areas.  For 
each  allotment  affected,  this  action 
would  include  changing  the 
description  of  the  allotment,  installing 
fences  or  other  physical  barriers  to 
prevent  livestock  from  entering 
riparian  areas,  and,  if  appropriate, 
adjusting  the  number  of  livestock 
permitted  to  use  the  modified 
allotment. 

Information  presented  in  this  FEIS 
underscores  the  fact  that  riparian  habitats  are 
critical  components  of  the  ecosystem;  however, 
they  are  very  small  areas  in  relation  to  the  large 
amount  of  land  administered  by  the  BLM.  In 
addition,  segments  of  riparian  areas  under  BLM 
jurisdiction  are  often  only  small  parts  of  larger 
areas  under  jurisdictions  over  which  the  BLM 
has  no  management  responsibility  or  authority. 
This  observation  is  central  to  gaining  an 
appreciation  for  the  important,  but  limited,  role 
that  the  BLM  plays  in  improving  and  protecting 
riparian  habitats  in  New  Mexico. 

B.1.2  Species  Identification 

The  following  evaluations  prepared  by  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  are  presented  in  two 
major  parts:  Section  B.2  evaluates  the  federal- 
listed  threatened,  endangered,  proposed,  and 
candidate  species,  as  identified  by  the  USFWS 


(1999a)  (Table  B.l).  The  BLM  has  determined, 
on  the  basis  of  this  biological  evaluation,  that 
the  implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  would  result  in  the  following 
determinations  for  these  species:  "No  Effect”^ 
or  ‘‘May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect"^  (Table  B.l).  No  ‘‘May  Affect  -  Likely  to 
Adversely  Affect"^  determinations  were  made 
for  the  federal  listed  species. 

Section  B.3  evaluates  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  implementation  of  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  on  state-listed 
and  BLM-sensitive  species.  For  comparative 
purposes,  the  same  determination  categories 
used  for  the  federal-listed  species  were  used  for 
the  state-listed  and  BLM-sensitive  species. 
Impacts  to  these  species  also  included 
‘‘No  Effect"  or  ‘‘May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to 
Adversely  Affect"  (Table  B.l). 

B.l. 3  Cumulative  Impacts 

In  this  context,  cumulative  effects  are  those 
effects  of  proposed  actions  plus  the  effects  of 
future  nonfederal  (state,  local  government,  or 
private)  activities  on  endangered,  threatened,  or 
other  special  concern  species  or  critical  habitats 
that  are  reasonably  certain  to  occur  in  the 
foreseeable  future.  These  activities  include 
recreational  uses,  private  subdivision 


'  “No  Effect"  means  there  are  no  effects  from  the 
project,  positive  or  negative. 

^  “May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect " 
means  that  all  effects  are  beneficial,  insignificant, 
or  discountable. 

^  “May  Affect  -  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect  ”  means 
that  all  adverse  effects  cannot  be  avoided.  A 
combination  of  beneficial  and  adverse  effects  is 
still  “likely  to  adversely  affect,”  even  if  the  net 
effect  is  neutral  or  positive. 


B-4 


B-5 


TABLE  B.l  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Special  Concern  Species  That  May  Occur  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  Area 


Status^ 

Potential  County 

Species  Federal  State  BLM  Locations^  General  Habitat 


Effect 

Determination 


Federal  Species 


Goodding’s  onion 
{Allium  gooddingii) 

C 

E 

M 

Grassy  meadows  in  ponderosa  pine 
and  spruce-fir  forests,  generally  above 
8,000  feet  elevation. 

No  Effect 

Puzzle  (=  Pecos)  sunflower 
(Helianthus  paradoxus) 

PT 

E 

- 

C 

Saline  or  alkaline  soils  around  the 
margins  of  swampy  or  marshy  areas 
usually  associated  with  springs. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Zuni  (=  Rhizome)  fleabane 
(Erigeron  rhizomatus) 

T 

E 

C,M 

Sandstone  slopes  and  clay  banks  of 
Chinle  Shale  and  Baca  Formation 
outcrops  at  7,300  to  8,000  feet  in 
elevation. 

No  Effect 

Colorado  pikeminnow 
{Ptychocheilus  lucius) 

E(w/CH) 

E 

- 

R 

Turbid,  deep,  and  strong-flowing 
waters. 

No  Effect 

Rio  Grande  silvery  minnow 
{Hybognathus  amarus) 

E(w/CH) 

E 

- 

S 

Low-gradient,  large  streams  with 
shifting  sand  or  silty  bottoms. 

No  Effect 

Boreal  western  toad 
(Bufo  b areas  boreas) 

C 

E 

R 

Near  springs,  streams,  ponds,  and 
lakes  in  foothill  woodlands,  mountain 
meadows,  and  moist  subalpine  forests. 
Although  in  New  Mexico,  it  is 
exclusive  to  high  mountain  lakes. 

No  Effect 

Bald  eagle 

{Haliaeetus  leucocephalus) 

T 

T 

C,M,R,S 

Generally  associated  with  medium  to 
large  perennial  streams,  rivers,  and 
other  water  bodies  that  provide  an 
adequate  prey  base  and  an  appropriate 
nesting/roosting  habitat. 

No  Effect 

BIOLOGICAL  EVALUATION 
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Species 

Federal 

Status^ 

State 

BLM 

Potential  County 

T  h 

Locations 

General  Habitat 

Effect 

Determination 

Interior  least  tern 

(Sterna  antillarium  athalassos) 

E 

E 

- 

R 

Associated  with  water;  nests  on 
sparsely  vegetated  and  gravel  sand 
bars  within  a  wide,  unobstructed  river 
channel  or  alkali  flats  along  the 
shorelines. 

No  Effect 

Mexican  spotted  owl 
(Strix  occidentalis  lucida) 

T(w/CH) 

• 

■ 

C,M,R,S 

Dense,  multistoried  forests  with 
moderately  closed  to  closed  canopies 
(e.g.,  mature  and  old  growth  forests). 
Also  occurs  in  canyon  systems. 

No  Effect 

Mountain  plover 
(Charadius  montanus) 

PT 

- 

- 

C,S 

Flat,  short-grass  prairies.  Prefers 
habitat  composed  of  large  areas  of 
bare  ground  and  short  grass. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Southwestern  willow  flycatcher 
(Empidonax  traillii  extimus) 

E(w/CH) 

E 

C,M,R,S 

Riparian  areas  with  dense  stands  of 
willows,  buttonbrush,  boxelder,  alders, 
or  other  trees  and  shrubs.  Associated 
with  multilayered  vegetation  in  close 
proximity  to  slack  water. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Whooping  crane 
(Grus  americana) 

XN 

E 

R,S 

Roosts  nightly  at  an  open  expanse  of 
shallow  water  in  rivers,  lakes, 
reservoirs,  and  wetlands.  Feeds  in 
these  areas  and  agricultural  fields. 

No  Effect 

Black-footed  ferret 
(Mustela  nigripes) 

E 

- 

- 

C,M,R,S 

Associated  with  large  prairie  dog 
towns. 

No  Effect 

Black-tailed  prairie  dog  C 

(Cynomys  ludovicianus) 

State-Listed  and  BLM-Sensitive 

T 

Grassland,  plains,  and  other  upland 
areas  that  have  easily  excavated 
soils. 

No  Effect 

Acoma  fleabane 
(Erigeron  acomanus) 

- 

S 

S 

C,M 

Sandy  soils  at  the  base  of  sandstone 
cliffs. 

No  Effect 
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Species 

Status^ 

Federal  State 

BLM 

Potential  County 
Locations 

General  Habitat 

Effect 

Determination 

Arizona  willow 
(Salix  arizonica) 

- 

S 

R 

Typically  in  unshaded  or  partly  shaded 
wet  meadows,  along  streamsides,  or  in 
cienegas  at  elevations  above 

8,500  feet. 

No  Effect 

Cinder  phacelia 
(Phacelia  serrata) 

S 

S 

C 

Volcanic  cinders  and  steep  (45°) 
barren  slopes  of  black  pumice  or 
cinders. 

No  Effect 

Golden  lady’s  slipper 
( Cypripedium  pubescens) 

E 

- 

R 

Montane  and  subalpine  coniferous 
forests. 

No  Effect 

Gypsum  phacelia 
{Phacelia  sp.  novJined.) 

- 

S 

C,S 

Pure  gypsum  outcrops. 

No  Effect 

Gypsum  Townsend’s  aster 
(Townsendia  gypsophila) 

S 

s 

S 

Highly  gypsiferous  soils,  but  not  pure 
gypsum. 

No  Effect 

Knight’s  milkvetch 
[Astragalus  knightii) 

s 

s 

s 

Open  sandstone  ledges  and  cliff 
terraces  in  pinyon-juniper  woodlands 
and  grama-gelleta  grasslands. 

No  Effect 

Parish’s  alkali  grass 
[Puccunellia  parishii) 

E 

s 

M,S 

Open  saline  and  alkaline  soils  around 
springs,  seeps,  and  low-lying  moist 
areas  typically  in  desert  grasslands. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Ripley’s  milkvetch 
[Astragalus  ripleyi) 

S 

s 

R 

Volcanic  substrates  in  open  ponderosa 
pine-Arizona  fescue  savannah;  or  on 
the  edges  of  closed  canopy  ponderosa 
pine,  mixed  conifer,  or  pinyon-juniper 
woodlands  with  an  Arizona  fescue 
understory. 

No  Effect 

Santa  Fe  choUa 
[Opuntia  viridiflora) 

E 

s 

C,M 

South-  and  west-facing  slopes  in 
pinyon-juniper  woodlands  at 
=7,200  feet  in  elevation. 

No  Effect 
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Species 

Status^ 

Federal  State 

BLM 

Potential  County 
,  b 

locations 

General  Habitat 

Effect 

Determination 

Sivinski’s  fleabane 
{Erigeron  sivinskii) 

S 

S 

M 

Chinle  shale  outcrops  in  seleniferous 
soils  at  7,300  to  8,000  feet  in 
elevation. 

No  Effect 

Wood  lily 

(Lilium  philadelphicum  var. 
andinum) 

E 

- 

S,R 

Montane  and  subalpine  coniferous 
forests. 

No  Effect 

New  Mexico  (=  Mountain) 
silverspot  butterfly 
(Speyeria  nokomis  nitrocris) 

- 

S 

C.S 

Moist  meadows,  seeps,  marshes,  and 
streamsides. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

San  Juan  checkerspot  butterfly 
{Euphydryas  (=Occidryas) 
anicia  chuskae) 

- 

S 

M 

Alpine  tundra  and  ridges,  pine  forests, 
grasslands  with  aspen  groves,  and 
mountain  meadows. 

No  Effect 

Wrinkled  niarshsnail 
(Stagnicola  caperatus) 

E 

- 

S 

Vegetated  ditches,  marshes,  streams, 
and  ponds. 

No  Effect 

Flathead  chub 
iPlatygobio  (=Hybopsis) 
gracilis) 

- 

s 

R,S 

Turbid,  large-flowing  main  chaimels 
of  large  streams  and  tributaries  with 
moderate  to  strong  currents. 

No  Effect 

Roundtail  chub 
(Gila  robusta) 

E 

s 

R 

Moderate  to  large  rivers  with  moderate 
velocity  waters  in  association  with 
pool  habitats  up  to  6.5  feet  deep. 

No  Effect 

Zuni  bluehead  sucker 
(Catostomus  discobolus 
yarrowi) 

E 

s 

C,M 

Variety  of  lotic  habitats  with  laminar 
to  slightly  turbulent  flows.  Mostly 
occupies  moderate  to  fast-flowing 
waters  above  a  rubble-rock  substrate. 

No  Effect 

Jemez  Mountains  salamander 
(Plethodon  neomexicanus) 

T 

s 

R,S 

Mixed  conifer  and  spruce-fir  forests 
above  7,200  feet.  Often  occurs  in  old 
stabilized  talus  slopes. 

No  Effect 
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TABLE  B.l  (Cont.) 


Species 

Status^ 

Federal  State 

BLM 

Potential  County 
Locations 

General  Habitat 

Effect 

Determination 

Texas  homed  lizard 
(JPhrynosoma  comutum) 

- 

S 

C 

Flat,  open,  generally  dry  country  with 
little  plant  cover  except  for  bunchgrass 
and  cactus. 

No  Effect 

American  peregrine  falcon 
{Falco  peregrinus  anatum) 

T 

- 

C,M,R,S 

Mountainous  areas.  Generally  large 
cliffs  near  water  and  with  relatively 
dense  avian  prey  species. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Arctic  peregrine  falcon 
{Falco  peregrinus  tundrius) 

S 

C,M,R,S 

Similar  to  American  peregrine  falcon. 
Riparian  woodlands,  forests, 
shrublands,  and  prairies  (foraging 
habitats  used  during  migration). 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Baird’s  sparrow 
{Ammodramus  bairdii) 

T 

s 

R.S 

Grassland  species.  In  New  Mexico,  it 
has  been  found  in  desert  grasslands, 
prairies,  and  mountain  meadows. 

No  Effect 

Black  tern 
{Chlidonias  niger) 

s 

M,R 

Riparian  woodlands,  especially  where 
cottonwoods  occur. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Broad-billed  hummingbird 
(Cynanthus  latirostris  magicus) 

T 

- 

S 

Riparian  woodlands  at  low  to 
moderate  elevations. 

No  Effect 

Common  black-hawk 
(Butea  gallus  anthracinus) 

T 

- 

S 

Cottonwood  and  other  well-developed 
woodlands  along  permanent  lowland 
streams. 

No  Effect 

Ferruginous  hawk 
{Butea  regalis) 

s 

C,M,R,S 

Open  country  (prairies,  plains,  and 
badlands);  nesting  in  trees  and  bushes, 
ledges,  large  rocks,  riverbanks,  and 
hillsides. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Gray  vireo 
(Vireo  vicinior) 

T 

- 

C,M,S 

Open  woodlands  and  shmblands 
featuring  junipers  and  sometimes  oaks. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 
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TABLE  B.l  (Cont.) 


Species 

Status^ 

Potential  County 

Federal  State  BLM  Locations 

Harlequin  duck 
(Histrionicus  histrionicus) 

S  R 

Loggerhead  shrike 
(Lanius  ludovicianus) 

S  C,M,R,S 

Northern  goshawk 
(Accipiter  gentilis) 

S  C,M,R,S 

Western  burrowing  owl 
{Athene  cunicularia  hypugea) 

S  C,M,S 

White-faced  ibis 
{Plegadis  chihi) 

S  M,R,S 

Yellow-billed  cuckoo 
(Coccyzus  americana) 

S  C,M,R,S 

Big  free-tailed  bat 
(Nyctinomops  macrotis) 

S  C,R,S 

Fringed  myotis 
{Myotis  thysanodes) 

S  C,M,S 

General  Habitat 


Effect 

Determination 


Streams  with  emergent  plants  or 
riparian  trees  and  shrubs.  Generally 
breeds  in  turbulent,  high  mountain 
streams. 

Open  country  interspersed  with 
improved  pastures,  grasslands,  and 
wheatlands. 

Mature,  closed  canopied  coniferous 
forests  of  lower  elevations  (2,800  to 
5,500  feet)  of  mountains  and  high 
mesas. 

Semifossorial,  often  nests  colonially  in 
abandoned  burrows  of  prairie  dogs, 
ground  squirrels,  woodlands,  and 
other  mammals.  Breeds  in  grasslands, 
prairies,  and  open  areas  near  human 
habitations  (e.g.,  airports,  golf 
courses). 

Shoreline  and  marsh  habitats  that 
border  open  water. 

Lx)wland  deciduous  woodlands, 
willow  and  older  thickets,  second- 
growth  woods,  deserted  farmlands, 
and  orchards. 

Coniferous  and  mixed  woodlands. 
Have  been  found  in  wooded  riparian 
areas. 

Mid-elevation  grasslands,  deserts,  and 
oak  and  pinyon  woodlands.  Also  in 
high-elevation  spruce-fir  forests. 


No  Effect 


No  Effect 


No  Effect 


No  Effect 


No  Effect 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 
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Species 

Status^ 

Federal  State 

BLM 

Potential  County 
Locations 

General  Habitat 

Effect 

Determination 

Long-eared  myotis 
{Myotis  evotis) 

- 

S 

C,M,R,S 

Ponderosa  pine  and  mixed  conifer 
habitats  at  yellow  pine  zone  and 
above. 

No  Effect 

Long-legged  myotis 
{Myotis  volans) 

S 

C,M,R,S 

Ponderosa  pine  zone  and  higher 
elevations.  Occurs  in  coniferous  and 
deciduous  woodlands  and  coniferous 
forests.  Makes  use  of  riparian  habitats. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Occult  little  brown  bat 
{Myotis  lucifugus  occultus) 

- 

S 

C,M,R,S 

Roosts  in  ponderosa  pine  and  mixed 
conifer  habitats.  Associated  with 
permanent  waters. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Pale  Townsend’s  (=Westem) 
big-eared  bat 
{Plecotus  townsendii 
pallescens) 

S 

R.S 

Largely  dependent  on  abandoned  and 
inactive  mines.  Occurs  in  desert  scrub, 
sagebrush,  chaparral,  and  forests. 

Forages  within  forest  habitats  and 
along  heavily  vegetated  stream 
corridors. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Small-footed  myotis 
{Myotis  ciliolabrum) 

S 

C,M,R,S 

Most  common  in  coniferous  and 
mixed  woodland  and  montane 
coniferous  forests.  Also  found  in 
shortgrass  plains,  grasslands,  and  oak 
savannas  and  woodlands.  Commonly 
associated  with  willows  along 
streamsides. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Spotted  bat 
{Euderma  maculatum) 

T 

S 

C,M,R,S 

Preferred  habitat  is  meadows  in 
subalpine  coniferous  forests.  Also 
occurs  near  cliffs  over  perennial  water, 
but  individuals  range  from  low  deserts 
to  coniferous  forest.  Riparian  habitats 
are  also  important  habitats. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 
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Status 


Federal  State  BLM 


Potential  County 
,  b 


General  Habitat 


Effect 

Determination 


Yuma  myotis 
{Myotis  yumanensis) 

- 

- 

S 

C,R,S 

Deserts,  grasslands,  and  woodlands 
and  their  associated  riparian 
communities. 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

American  martin 

(Martes  americana  origenes) 

- 

T 

- 

R.S 

Old-growth  spruce-fir  forests,  with 
dense  understory. 

No  Effect 

Cebolleta  southern  pocket 
gopher 

{Thomomys  umbrinus 
paquatae) 

■ 

s 

C 

Fossorial.  Occurs  in  grasslands, 
rangelands,  meadowlands,  and  other 
areas  with  deep,  moist  soils  that  are 
easily  worked. 

No  Effect 

Goat  peak  pika 
{Orchotona  princeps 
nigrescens) 

- 

- 

s 

R,S 

Talus  slides  and  boulder  fields  in 
alpine  and  subalpine  areas. 

No  Effect 

New  Mexican  (=Meadow) 
jumping  mouse 
(Zapus  hudsonius  luteus) 

- 

T 

s 

R,S 

Riparian  areas  in  open  prairies  (e.g., 
wet  meadows,  edges  of  permanent 
ditches,  and  cattail  stands). 

May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect 

Southwestern  otter 
{Ultra  canadensis  sonorae) 

• 

* 

s 

R 

Permanent  water  sources. 

Overhanging  vegetation  is  important. 
Utilizes  vacated  beaver  and  nutria 
dens. 

No  Effect 

^  Federal  column:  E  =  endangered,  T  =  threatened,  PE  =  proposed  endangered,  PT  =  proposed  threatened,  C  =  candidate,  w/CH  -  with  critical 

habitat;  XN  =  nonessential  experimental. 

State  column:  S  =  sensitive  plant,  E  =  endangered,  T  =  threatened. 

BLM  column:  S  =  BLM-sensitive. 

C  =  Cibola  County,  M  =  McKinley  County,  R  =  Rio  Arriba  County,  S  =  Sandoval  County,  T  =  Torrance  County. 

Sources:  NMDG&F  (1997);  Pyle  (1998);  Sivinski  and  Ughtfoot  (1995);  Struttmann  (1999);  USFWS  (1999a);  University  of  New  Mexico  (1997a-c). 


APPENDIX  B 


BIOLOGICAL  EVALUATION 


construction,  livestock  grazing,  agriculture, 
resource  extraction,  silviculture,  and  road 
construction.  Refer  to  the  species  evaluations  in 
Sections  B.2  and  B.3  for  an  analysis  of 
cumulative  impacts  for  each  species. 

B.1.4  Species  Evaluations 

Unless  referenced  otherwise,  much  of  the 
information  presented  on  the  life  history, 
distribution,  and  habitat  of  the  evaluated  species 
comes  from  Inventory  of  Rare  and  Endangered 
Plants  of  New  Mexico  (Sivinski  and  Lightfoot 
1995)  and  Biota  Information  System  of  New 
Mexico  (BISON-M)  [New  Mexico  Department 
of  Game  and  Fish  (NMDG&F)  1997]  (and 
references  cited  therein). 


B.2  FEDERALLY  LISTED 
SPECIES 


B.2.1  Goodding’s  Onion  (Allium 

gooddingii) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Goodding’s 
onion  is  found  in  grassy  meadows  in  ponderosa 
pine  and  spruce-fir  forests  at  elevations  of 
8,000  feet  in  the  Willow  Creek  area  of  the 
Mogollon  Mountains;  in  spruce-fir  forests  at 
9,400  to  1 1,000-feet  elevations  in  the  Sierra 
Blanca  Park  area  of  the  Sacramento  Mountains; 
and  at  one  location  in  the  Chuska  Mountains  on 
the  Navajo  Reservation.  It  is  threatened  by 
habitat  modification. 

Effects  Determination:  On  the  basis  of  the 
analysis  that  the  specified  riparian  areas 
addressed  in  this  FEIS  do  not  occur  within  the 
distribution  of  the  Goodding’s  onion,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  implementation  of  adaptive 
management  practices  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  would  result  in  "No  Effect”  for  this 


species.  Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  have  “No  Effect”  for  the 
Goodding”s  onion,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  action.  The  cumulative 
impacts  presently  existing  (e.g.,  federal,  private, 
and  state  activities)  for  this  species  would  not 
change  due  to  this  action. 


B.2.2  Puzzle  Sunflovi^er  (Helianthus 
paradoxus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Puzzle 
sunflower  has  a  very  limited  distribution  and 
population  size.  It  is  restricted  to  alkaline  and 
saline  marshes  usually  associated  with  springs, 
river  and  stream  banks,  and  moist  open  areas  of 
semidesert  grasslands.  It  requires  permanently 
wet  soils  and  occurs  in  the  Rio  San  Jose  and 
Pecos  drainages  of  New  Mexico  and  Texas. 
Within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area,  it  is 
known  from  the  Laguna  Indian  Reservation  in 
Valencia  County  (not  reported  in  over  a  century) 
and  from  private  lands  in  the  Grants  area. 
Several  of  the  specified  springs  (e.g..  Tamarisk 
and  Eddelman  Springs)  are  within  about 
20  miles  of  the  Laguna  Indian  Reservation  site; 
while  the  Rinconada  Canyon  riparian  area  is 
about  10  miles  east  of  Grants, 

The  puzzle  sunflower  species  may  be 
threatened  by  backcrossing  with  the  common 
sunflower  {Helianthus  annuus).  Its  wetland 
habitats  have  been  dried  by  water  development 
or  converted  to  agriculture. 

Effects  Determination:  The  habitat 
requirements  and  known  distribution  of  the 
Puzzle  sunflower  could  coincide  with  some  of 
the  riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  that 
are  the  subject  of  this  FEIS  and  that  would  be 
restored  and/or  protected  under  the  proposed 
action.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
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implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  “May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely  Affect”  for  the  Puzzle 
sunflower.  The  cumulative  effect  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  associated  with  the 
“May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
determination  for  the  puzzle  sunflower  would  be 
the  protection  and  enhancement  of  potential 
habitat  for  this  species. 

B.2.3  Zuni  (=  Rhizome)  Fleabane 
(Erigeron  rhizomatus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Zuni 
fleabane  is  associated  with  clay  soils  derived 
from  Chinle  Shale  formation  outcrops  at 
elevations  of  7,300  to  8,000  feet  in  the  Zuni, 
Datil,  and  Sawtooth  Mountains.  The  habitat 
consists  of  sandstone  slopes  and  lava  flows. 
Except  for  its  narrow  range  and  very  local 
distribution,  no  other  threats  are  known  for  the 
Zuni  fleabane.  The  closest  known  population  to 
the  specified  riparian  areas  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  is  the  population  that  occurs  on 
U.S.  Forest  Service  lands  near  Fort  Wingate  in 
McKinley  County.  This  population  is  over 
20  miles  northwest  of  the  Bluewater  Canyon 
riparian  area.  The  other  known  populations  of 
the  Zuni  fleabane  are  in  Catron  County,  well 
south  of  the  Cebolla  Canyon  riparian  area  in 
Cibola  County.  Since  selenium  often  co-occurs 
with  uranium,  this  species  may  become 
threatened  by  habitat  destruction  from  uranium 
mining  (if  that  industry  ever  regains  importance 
in  New  Mexico). 

Effects  Determination:  On  the  basis  of  the 
analysis  that  the  specified  riparian  areas  do  not 
occur  within  the  distribution  of,  or  contain 
habitat  required  to  support,  the  Zuni  fleabane, 
the  BLM  has  determined  that  implementation  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect”  situation  for  the  Zuni  fleabane. 
Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  manage¬ 


ment  would  have  “No  Effect"  on  the  Zuni 
fleabane,  there  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  from  the  proposed 
action.  The  cumulative  impacts  presently 
existing  (e.g.,  federal,  private,  and  state 
activities)  for  this  species  would  not  change  due 
to  this  action. 


B.2.4  Colorado  Pikeminnow 
(Ptychocheilus  lucius) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Colorado 
pikeminnow  (formerly  known  as  the  Colorado 
squawfish)  has  been  identified  from  the 
mainstem  of  the  San  Juan  River  in  Rio  Arriba 
and  San  Juan  Counties.  In  New  Mexico,  the 
species  is  now  known  to  occur  as  a  sparse 
population  downstream  of  Shiprock  in  San  Juan 
County.  Critical  habitat  in  the  San  Juan  River 
extends  from  Farmington  downstream,  to  the 
New  Mexico/Colorado  border.  No  habitat 
necessary  to  support  the  Colorado  pikeminnow 
occurs  within  the  areas  of  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  addressed  in  this  FEIS. 

The  Colorado  pikeminnow  is  a  “big  river” 
fish  and  occurs  in  turbid,  deep,  and  strong¬ 
flowing  waters.  Preferred  spawning  sites  are 
gravel  and  cobble-bottomed  riffles,  where  the 
interstitial  spaces  are  free  of  organic  matter  and 
sediment.  Young-of-the-year,  juveniles,  and 
subadults  occupy  shallow  backwater  areas  with 
little  or  no  current  and  silty  or  sandy  substrates. 
The  younger  age  classes  feed  primarily  on 
invertebrates,  whereas  older  fish  are  obligate 
piscivores. 

The  reasons  for  the  decline  of  the  Colorado 
pikeminnow  include  habitat  fragmentation, 
modification,  and  degradation  from  dam 
construction.  They  have  also  been  adversely 
affected  by  competition  and  predation  from 
introduced  nonnative  fishes.  Alterations  of 
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natural  hydrographs  by  water  storage  and 
release  continue  to  affect  the  Colorado 
pikeminnow  by  changing  its  environmental  cues 
for  spawning  and  by  providing  a  competitive 
benefit  to  non-native  fishes.  Changes  in  flow 
release  temperatures  from  major  dams  have 
rendered  portions  of  the  species’  historic  range 
uninhabitable.  Increased  erosion  and  siltation 
due  to  logging  and  grazing  operations  add  to  the 
degradation  of  native  fish  habitat. 

Effects  Determination:  Since  no  habitat 
that  supports  the  Colorado  pikeminnow  is 
associated  with  the  specified  riparian  areas 
addressed  within  this  FEIS,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  "No 
Effect"  for  the  Colorado  pikeminnow.  The 
cumulative  impacts  presently  existing 
(e.g.,  federal,  private,  and  state  activities)  for 
this  species  would  not  change  due  to  this  action. 

B.2.5  Rio  Grande  Silvery  Minnow 
(Hybognathus  amarus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Rio  Grande 
silvery  minnow  historically  occurred  throughout 
the  Rio  Grande  downstream  of  Espanola,  New 
Mexico;  in  the  Pecos  River  downstream  of 
Santa  Rosa,  New  Mexico;  and  in  lower  portions 
of  the  Rio  Chama  (USFWS  1999b).  The  Rio 
Grande  silvery  minnow  can  now  be  found  in  the 
middle  Rio  Grande,  from  Cochiti  Dam  to  the 
headwaters  of  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir.  This 
area  has  been  designated  as  proposed  critical 
habitat  (Fowler-Propst  1999).  Water  availability 
appears  to  be  the  main  limiting  factor 
jeopardizing  the  species.  Irrigation  operations 
have  caused  portions  of  the  Rio  Grande  to  dry 
up  in  recent  years  (BLM  1999a).  Channel 
dewatering  makes  its  extinction  an  immediate 
possibility.  Decreases  in  water  quality  related  to 
agricultural  development  and  growth  of  cities 
may  also  be  affecting  the  species.  Its  confine¬ 
ment  to  small  areas  during  low  flows  also 


increases  its  susceptibility  to  predation  and 
disease. 

The  Rio  Grande  silvery  minnow  occupies  a 
variety  of  habitats  in  large,  low-gradient  streams 
with  shifting  sand  or  silty  bottoms.  During 
winter,  it  is  most  common  in  nearly  still  water 
with  debris  cover  (Propst  1999).  Special 
requirements  other  than  a  flowing  mainstream 
environment  are  not  indicated  for  this  species.  It 
is  believed  to  feed  on  diatoms,  algae,  larval 
insect  skins,  and  plant  material  scraped  from  the 
bottom  sediments. 

Eggs  and  larvae  of  the  Rio  Grande  silvery 
minnow  are  likely  transported  downstream  from 
one  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  to  the  next. 

Because  of  the  presence  of  diversion  dams, 
repopulation  of  upper  reaches  by  adults  is  not 
possible.  Therefore,  this  species  is  most 
common  in  the  lowermost  reaches  of  its  current 
range. 

The  habitat  for  the  Rio  Grande  silvery 
minnow  is  localized  within  an  area  in  which  the 
BLM  does  not  administer  lands,  nor  manage  any 
of  the  waters  of  the  Rio  Grande  within  this  area 
(BLM  1999a). 

Effects  Determination:  Since  the  Rio 
Grande  silvery  minnow  does  not  occur  within 
the  subject  area  for  this  FEIS,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  for  the  specified  riparian  areas 
would  result  in  "No  Effect”  for  the  Rio  Grande 
silvery  minnow.  Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  protect  and  enhance  riparian 
areas  along  the  tributaries  of  the  Rio  Grande 
(e.g.,  Rio  Puerco).  Although  such  management 
practices  aimed  at  restoring  or  maintaining 
Proper  Functioning  Condition  (PFC)  would 
benefit  wildlife  species  and  resource  values 
(e.g.,  limit  soil  erosion)  in  the  project  area,  it  is 
not  expected  that  such  efforts  would  provide 
measurable  benefits  to  the  Rio  Grande  silvery 
minnow.  Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
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management  would  have  *‘No  Effect"  on  the  Rio 
Grande  silvery  minnow,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species. 

B.2.6  Boreal  Western  Toad  (Bufo 
boreas  boreas) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  In  New  Mexico, 
the  boreal  western  toad  has  only  been  known 
from  three  lakes  in  the  San  Juan  Mountains 
(Laguinitas,  Trout,  and  Cajilon).  This  species 
appears  to  be  exclusively  a  high-mountain  form. 
The  Albuquerque  Field  Office  does  not 
administer  any  public  lands  within  the  preferred 
habitat  of  this  species.  It  is  believed  that  the 
boreal  western  toad  may  have  been  extirpated 
from  the  state  (BLM  1999a). 

The  boreal  western  toad  lives  near  springs, 
streams  (without  strong  currents),  ponds,  and 
lakes  in  foothill  woodlands,  mountain  meadows, 
and  moist  subalpine  forests,  although  it  is 
exclusively  a  high-mountain  form  in  New 
Mexico.  During  the  day,  it  buries  itself  in  loose 
soil  or  in  gopher  and  ground  squirrel  burrows 
near  water.  The  toads  will  feed  on  almost  any 
moving  animal  of  appropriate  size,  although 
ants  are  the  preferred  prey. 

Chief  threats  to  the  boreal  western  toad 
include  the  destruction  of  beaver  ponds,  which 
constitute  the  species’  preferred  habitat.  Acid 
rain  or  other  pollution  problems  may  also  affect 
the  species.  In  addition,  impacts  from  livestock, 
timber  management,  and  human  recreation  may 
jeopardize  toad  populations.  Competition  with 
leopard  frogs  may  limit  the  local  distribution  of 
the  toad  to  locations  where  the  leopard  frog  is 
rare  or  absent.  Larvae  of  the  boreal  western  toad 
are  susceptible  to  predation  by  exotic  trout. 

The  specified  riparian,  wetland,  and 
spring/seep  areas  addressed  in  this  FEIS  are  not 
the  types  of  wetland  habitat  preferred  by  the 


boreal  western  toad.  In  addition,  the  subject 
areas  do  not  coincide  with  the  known  habitats 
for  the  toad. 

Effects  Determination:  Since  the  specified 
riparian  areas  do  not  provide  preferred  habitat 
for  the  boreal  western  toad,  coupled  with  the 
probable  extirpation  of  the  toad  from  New 
Mexico,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "No  Effect" 
situation  for  the  boreal  western  toad.  Because 
the  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management 
would  have  "No  Effect"  on  the  boreal  western 
toad,  there  would  be  no  incremental  increase  in 
the  existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
this  species  due  to  the  proposed  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management. 

B.2.7  Bald  Eagle  {Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Bald  eagles  are 
usually  associated  with  medium  to  large 
perennial  streams,  rivers,  and  other  water  bodies 
that  provide  an  adequate  prey  base  and 
appropriate  nesting/roosting  habitat.  In 
New  Mexico,  outside  of  the  major  river 
corridors  (e.g.,  Rio  Grande),  the  bald  eagle  has 
been  observed  only  as  a  migrant  because  of  the 
lack  of  such  habitat  (BLM  1999a).  Winter  and 
migrant  populations  seem  to  have  increased  in 
New  Mexico.  Mid-winter  numbers  averaged 
about  430  birds  per  year  between  1990  and 
1994.  Only  two  pairs  were  known  to  nest  in  the 
state.  Key  habitat  areas  include  winter  roost  and 
concentration  areas  (e.g.,  Navajo  Lake  in  Rio 
Arriba  County,  Cochiti  Lake  in  Sandoval 
County,  the  northeastern  lakes  from  Raton  to 
Las  Vegas,  the  lower  Canadian  Valley,  Summer 
Lake,  Elephant  Butte  Lake,  Caballo  Lake,  and 
the  upper  Gila  Basin).  Optimal  habitats  center 
on  riparian  and  lacustrine  environments  where 
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food,  shelter,  and  potential  nest  sites  are  in  the 
greatest  supply. 

Bald  eagles  require  large  trees  or  cliffs  near 
water  where  a  good  supply  of  fish,  waterfowl,  or 
carrion  is  available.  Jackrabbits  and  other 
mammals  are  also  taken,  especially  by  “dry 
land”  eagles.  These  eagles  most  notably  occur 
between  the  Pecos  Valley  and  the  Sandia, 
Manzano,  Capitan,  and  Sacramento  Mountains, 
and  on  the  Mogollon  Plateau. 

Bald  eagle  declines  were  caused  by 
pesticide-induced  reproductive  failure,  loss  of 
riparian  habitat,  and  human  disturbance  (e.g., 
shooting,  poisoning,  and  trapping). 

Bald  eagles  are  known  to  migrate 
seasonally  through  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  area.  Among  the  specified  riparian  areas, 
only  Bluewater  Canyon  could  provide  potential 
roosting  habitat  or  a  fish  prey  base.  However, 
Bluewater  Lake  located  upstream  from  the 
riparian  area  provides  a  more  viable  prey  base. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  are  not  associated  with  large 
water  bodies  necessary  to  support  the  bald 
eagle.  Although  Bluewater  Canyon  could 
provide  roosting  habitat  for  the  bald  eagle,  no 
major  activities  would  be  conducted  at  this 
riparian  area  under  the  proposed  action.  Because 
of  this  situation  and  the  fact  that  the  bald  eagle 
is  primarily  migratory  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "No  Effect" 
situation  for  the  bald  eagle.  Because  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  would  have 
"No  Effect"  on  the  bald  eagle,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.2.8  Interior  Least  Tern  (Sterna 
antillarium  athalassos) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  interior 
least  tern  is  found  mainly  in  southeastern 
New  Mexico,  in  and  around  Bitter  Lake 
National  Wildlife  Refuge.  It  is  an  occasional 
migrant  to  other  counties  in  the  state  and  would 
be  considered  an  accidental  migrant  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  area.  Presently,  the 
only  known  nesting  population  is  in  Chaves 
County  along  the  Pecos  River  within  the  refuge. 

The  interior  least  tern  is  a  colonial  nesting 
shorebird.  It  is  associated  with  water,  spending 
much  of  its  time  on  sand  bars  and  playas, 
snatching  its  food  from  the  surface  of  the  water. 
It  feeds  primarily  on  fish,  although  it  also 
consumes  crustaceans  and  insects.  Riverine 
nesting  areas  are  sparsely  vegetated  sand  and 
gravel  bars  within  a  wide,  unobstructed  river 
channel,  or  salt  (alkali)  flats  along  the 
shorelines.  Channelization,  irrigation,  and  the 
construction  of  reservoirs  and  pools  have 
contributed  to  the  elimination  of  much  of  the 
interior  least  tern’s  nesting  habitat.  In  addition, 
recreational  use  of  sand  bars  along  rivers  and 
lakes,  environmental  contamination,  and 
predation  have  adversely  affected  the  interior 
least  tern.  Its  habitat  is  susceptible  to 
unpredictable  water  discharge  patterns  below 
dams  (which  could  flood  nesting  areas)  and  to 
overgrowth  of  brush  and  trees  along  shorelines. 
Adverse  management  practices  include  creation 
of  reservoirs,  channelization,  allowing  altered 
vegetation  succession,  and  allowing  recreation 
on  sandbars. 

Effects  Determination:  Because  the 
interior  least  tern  is  only  an  accidental  migrant 
within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area, 
coupled  with  the  lack  of  larger  riverine  habitat 
with  sand  and  gravel  bars  in  the  areas  addressed, 
the  BLM  has  determined  that  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management 
would  result  in  “No  Effect"  for  the  interior  least 
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tern.  No  current  or  potential  habitat  exists 
within  any  of  the  riparian  areas  to  support  the 
interior  least  tern.  Thus,  cumulative  impacts 
presently  existing  (e.g.,  federal,  private,  and 
state  activities)  for  this  species  would  not 
change  due  to  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management. 

B.2.9  Mexican  Spotted  Owl  (Strix 
occidentalis  lucida) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Mexican 
spotted  owl  occupies  mountainous  areas,  with 
its  preferred  habitat  consisting  of  dense, 
multistoried  forests  with  moderately  closed  to 
closed  canopies  (e.g.,  mature  and  old-growth 
forests).  These  owls  have  also  been  observed  in 
canyon  systems,  which  appear  to  provide  the 
same  or  similar  microclimate  as  the  dense 
multistoried  forests  (BLM  1999a).  Mexican 
spotted  owls  use  a  variety  of  montane  forest 
types,  ranging  from  deciduous  riparian 
woodlands,  through  piny  on-juniper,  pine-oak, 
mixed  conifer,  and  spruce-fir.  Its  breeding 
habitat  is  limited  to  forest  communities,  often 
the  late  serai  stage  coniferous  forests  of  high 
commercial  value.  Home  range  for  a  single  owl 
averages  about  1,600  acres;  while  the  home 
range  for  a  nesting  pair  averages  over 
2,090  acres.  Most  nest  trees  are  selected  on 
moderate  to  steep  slopes  at  elevations  ranging 
from  6,000  to  8,000  feet.  Most  of  the  owl’s 
activities  during  the  breeding  season  occur 
within  the  nest  site  canyons.  The  owl  primarily 
feeds  on  mammals  but  also  preys  upon  birds, 
reptiles,  and  insects.  Foraging  sites  often  include 
big  logs,  higher  canopy  closure,  and  dense  areas 
of  trees  and  snags.  It  drinks  from  small  seeps 
and  creeks. 

The  largest  populations  of  Mexican  spotted 
owls  in  New  Mexico  occur  in  the  Gila  National 
Forest  in  the  west-southwest  portion  of  the  state 
and  in  the  Sacramento  Mountains  in  the 


south  central  portion  of  the  state.  Among  the 
known  locations  of  Mexican  spotted  owls 
throughout  its  range  in  1 990,  9 1  %  occurred  on 
national  forests,  4%  on  Indian  reservations,  4% 
on  national  parks,  and  1%  on  BLM  lands. 

The  Mexican  spotted  owl  is  threatened  by 
timber  management  practices,  even-aged 
silviculture  management  practices  in  forest 
habitats,  increased  predation  associated  with 
habitat  fragmentation,  and  fires.  Secondary 
losses  of  habitat  are  due  to  urban  and  suburban 
expansion,  water  development  in  riparian 
corridors,  agricultural  development,  fuelwood/ 
oak  harvest,  reservoir  development,  and  mining. 
Most  riparian  areas  that  have  been  lost  or 
impaired  in  New  Mexico  have  occurred  at  low 
to  middle  elevations.  The  importance  of  these 
riparian  woodlands  to  the  Mexican  spotted  owl 
is  unknown,  although  winter  use  of  these 
habitats  has  been  documented.  Also,  riparian 
areas  provide  dispersal  corridors  between  semi- 
isolated  montane  habitat  regions. 

The  Bluewater  Canyon  is  the  only  specified 
riparian  area  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
area  that  could  contain  potential  forest/canyon 
habitat  to  support  Mexican  spotted  owls.  The 
woodland  habitat  in  this  canyon  is  composed  of 
pinyon-juniper  stands,  with  scattered  ponderosa 
pines. 

Effects  Determination:  Because  no 
extensive  habitat  exists  to  support  the  Mexican 
spotted  owl  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
riparian  areas,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  ‘Wo  Effect"  for  the 
Mexican  spotted  owl.  Because  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  have 
"No  Effect"  on  the  Mexican  spotted  owl,  there 
would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing 
or  foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area  for  this 
species  due  to  this  action. 
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B.2.10  Mountain  Plover  (Charadius 
montanus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  mountain 
plover  is  a  lowland  grassland  species.  It  prefers 
flat,  short-grass  prairie  and  tends  to  avoid  taller 
grasses  and  hillsides.  Suitable  habitat  occurs  in 
areas  often  grazed  by  livestock.  It  prefers  habitat 
composed  of  large  areas  of  bare  ground  and 
short  grass  (less  than  4-inch-tall  stubble).  Such 
requirements  are  met  by  rangelands,  prairie  dog 
towns,  disturbed  areas  around  windmills  and 
water  tanks,  and  barren  playas.  Nests  are  often 
located  near  woody  plants,  cow  manure,  rocks, 
fence  posts,  and  power  poles.  It  is  territorial 
only  during  the  breeding  season.  Territory  size 
in  Colorado  is  about  39.5  acres  (territory  size  in 
New  Mexico  has  not  been  determined).  Turf 
farms  are  also  inhabited  during  spring  and  fall 
migrations.  It  does  not  require  a  free  water 
source.  Mountain  plovers  are  insectivorous  and 
forage  for  prey  on  the  ground. 

Mountain  plovers  have  been  documented  to 
prefer  grazed  areas  over  nongrazed  areas  for 
breeding.  Thus,  it  is  not  expected  that  cattle 
grazing  has  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  mountain 
plover.  The  leading  causes  of  death  for  nestlings 
are  predation,  poor  nutrition,  and  disease. 
Mining  and  conversion  of  native  grasslands  to 
agricultural  fields  and  urban  uses  have  had  the 
greatest  impact  on  mountain  plover  populations. 
Other  causes  of  decline  include  prairie  dog 
control,  mineral  development,  and  domestic 
livestock  management. 

The  mountain  plover  is  likely  to  occur 
throughout  Albuquerque  Field  Office  lands, 
particularly  in  the  short-grass  prairie  regions. 
The  National  Conservation  Area  (south  of 
Grants)  is  considered  to  be  the  largest  area  of 
prime  habitat  for  the  mountain  plover  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  (BLM  1999a). 

Livestock  management  practices  are  now 
encouraging  vegetation  growth  by  the 


development  of  grazing  systems  that  allow 
growing  season  rest  and  limit  overall  utilization 
levels.  Such  actions  are  helping  to  restore  PFC 
in  both  uplands  and  riparian  areas.  However, 
such  actions  could  decrease  mountain  plover 
habitat,  especially  where  grass  may  exceed  the 
height  preferred  by  the  bird.  This  situation 
would  most  likely  occur  within  riparian 
exclosures,  which  in  some  cases  would  also 
include  some  upland  acreage  (BLM  1999a). 
However,  such  exclosures  are  intermingled  and 
in  close  proximity  to  grazed  pastures,  which 
provide  the  lower  stubble  height  preferred  by 
mountain  plovers.  Also,  livestock  watering 
facilities  provide  the  preferred  habitat  for 
mountain  plovers.  Even  by  implementing 
livestock  grazing  management  strategies  to 
improve  vegetative  cover,  a  mosaic  of 
vegetation  and  bare  ground  would  still  occur 
throughout  BLM-administered  lands,  and 
adjacent  private,  state,  and  Indian  reservation 
lands  (BLM  1999a). 

Effects  Determination:  The  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  have  the 
potential  to  create  a  “May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to 
Adversely  Affect”  situation  for  the  mountain 
plover.  Short-grass  prairies  and  grazed  pastures 
(preferred  habitats)  are  found  throughout  the 
allotments  associated  with  the  specified  riparian 
areas  and  adjacent  lands  not  administered  by  the 
BLM.  Mountain  plovers  are  mobile  and  will 
move  from  one  pasture  to  another  to  find 
preferred  habitat  conditions.  In  addition, 
livestock  watering  facilities  would  need  to  be 
established  (if  not  already  present)  where 
riparian  areas  are  fenced  to  exclude  livestock. 
Such  facilities  would  provide  preferred  habitat 
for  mountain  plovers  (BLM  1999a). 

Potential  mountain  plover  habitat  exists 
within  most  of  the  allotments  associated  with 
the  specified  riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep 
areas.  Because  many  different  grazing  systems 
occur  within  these  allotments,  grazing  would 
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continue  to  occur  throughout  the  year  on  both 
public  and  private  lands.  Therefore,  adverse 
impacts  to  mountain  plovers  would  not  be 
anticipated.  Because  of  the  general  lack  of  water 
to  sustain  crop  production  and  the  unsuitability 
of  grazing  lands  for  agricultural  use,  it  is  not 
anticipated  that  conversion  of  grasslands  to 
croplands  would  be  a  major  factor  in  habitat  loss 
for  the  mountain  plover  (BLM  1999a).  The  loss 
of  grazing  lands  to  subdivisions  or  other  urban 
uses  has  been  increasing  over  the  past  decade 
and  is  anticipated  to  continue.  Although 
2,000  to  3,000  acres  of  subdivisions  are  being 
developed  within  the  National  Conservation 
Area  near  Grants,  it  is  estimated  that  this  area 
contains  some  300,000  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  lands  and  200,000  to 
300,000  acres  of  private  and  state  lands  that 
contain  potential  mountain  plover  habitat. 
Therefore,  the  cumulative  impacts  from  the  loss 
of  habitat  to  urbanization,  agriculture,  and 
riparian  habitat  improvements  are  not  expected 
to  adversely  affect  the  mountain  plover  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area  (BLM 
1999a), 

B.2.11  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher 
(Empidonax  traillii  extimus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  south¬ 
western  willow  flycatcher  occurs  along  desert 
riparian  habitats  where  dense  groves  of  willows, 
buttonbush,  boxelder,  alder,  and  other  trees  and 
shrubs  grow.  In  some  locations,  exotic  plants, 
including  saltcedar  and  Russian  olive,  are  also 
used  for  nesting  or  migratory  stopovers.  The 
southwestern  willow  flycatcher  is  associated 
with  multilayered  vegetation  in  close  proximity 
to  slack  water.  The  surrounding  vegetation  in 
nesting  areas  generally  ranges  from  12  to  21  feet 
high. 

The  southwestern  willow  flycatcher  occurs 
statewide  during  migration.  It  breeds  in  the 
Chama,  Rio  Grande,  Zuni,  San  Francisco,  Gila, 


and  probably  Hondo  basins,  and  in  the  San  Juan 
and  western  Sangre  de  Cristo  Mountains.  Areas 
of  key  habitat  include  breeding  areas  in  the 
vicinities  of  Zuni  (McKinley  County),  Corrales 
(Sandoval  County)  to  upper  Elephant  Butte 
Reservoir  (Sierra  County),  Glenwood- 
Pleasanton  (Catron  County),  and  Cliff-Redrock 
(Grant  County). 

Riparian  habitat  loss  or  degradation  and 
related  impacts  (e.g.,  parasitism  by  brown¬ 
headed  cowbirds)  are  the  primary  causes  leading 
to  the  endangered  status  of  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher.  Most  of  the  areas  still  known 
to  support  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher 
have  little  or  no  livestock  grazing.  Potential 
threats  from  pesticides  may  also  affect  the 
southwestern  willow  flycatcher.  This  species 
migrates  to  the  tropics  in  the  winter,  and  the 
habitats  it  uses  in  wintering  grounds  are 
unknown.  However,  tropical  deforestation  may 
restrict  wintering  habitat  for  this  and  other 
neotropical  migrants. 

The  protection  and  restoration  of  riparian 
habitats  are  essential  steps  in  the  conservation  of 
breeding  southwestern  willow  flycatchers  in 
New  Mexico,  with  key  elements  being  an 
overstory  of  tall  trees,  an  understory  of  smaller 
trees  or  large  shrubs,  and  nearby  areas  of 
surface  water.  This  species  is  an  important 
indicator  species  for  the  health  of  southwestern 
riparian  ecosystems.  Conservation  of  the 
southwestern  willow  flycatcher  would  aid  in 
efforts  to  conserve  riparian  habitats. 

Potential  Issue  -  Off-Highway  Vehicles 
(OHVs):  Vehicles  are  limited  to  existing  roads 
and  trails  within  lands  administered  by  the  BLM 
Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Because  most  of  the 
riparian  habitat  within  the  field  office  is 
contained  within  deep  incised  arroyos,  OHV  use 
of  these  areas  is  virtually  nonexistent.  The  OHV 
use  that  does  occur  on  BLM  lands  is  associated 
with  wood  cutting,  hunting,  and  pinion  nut 
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collecting,  which  are  concentrated  in  the 
pinion/juniper  woodland  areas. 

Presently,  OHV  use  of  riparian  areas  is 
virtually  nonexistent  and  is  not  causing  any 
known  impacts  to  the  habitat. 

Potential  Issue  -  Recreational  Activities: 
Recreational  use  of  riparian  areas  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  is  very  limited,  for  the 
same  reason  that  OHV  use  is  limited  —  the 
majority  of  the  riparian  habitat  is  contained 
within  deep  incised  arroyos.  These  arroyos  are 
not  aesthetically  pleasing  to  recreational  users, 
like  many  riparian  areas  within  U.S.  Forest 
Service  and  Park  Service  lands. 

Two  areas,  Bluewater  Creek  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  and 
San  Ysidro  Wildlife  Area,  have  been  identified 
as  Watchable  Wildlife  sites  and  do  receive  some 
visitor  use  throughout  the  year.  The  San  Ysidro 
area  is  becoming  well  known  for  its  birding 
opportunities,  and  because  of  its  proximity  to 
Albuquerque,  birders  visit  it  daily  during  the 
spring  and  fall  migration  periods.  The  area  has 
been  developed  with  a  0.5  mile-loop  gravel  trail, 
bird  blinds,  and  benches.  Native  shrubs  have 
been  planted  to  control  the  incursion  of 
saltcedar.  The  Bluewater  ACEC  is  more  remote 
from  populated  areas  and  is  only  used  on  an 
intermittent  basis.  A  trail  has  been  established 
along  the  uplands  overlooking  the  riparian 
habitat  for  the  first  0.5  mile  of  the  canyon.  This 
area  is  for  day  use  only  and  no  camping  is 
allowed. 

Currently,  recreational  use  of  riparian  areas 
outside  the  Bluewater  ACEC  and  the  San  Ysidro 
Wildlife  area  is  extremely  limited  and  is  not 
causing  any  known  impacts  to  the  habitat. 

Potential  Issue  -  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  Activities:  Table  B.2  gives  short¬ 
term  potential,  long-term  potential,  or  current 
habitat  livestock  grazing  management  activities 


for  the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher 
occurring  within  the  riparian  areas  (Silva  1998). 

As  Table  B.2  indicates,  most  of  the  riparian 
habitat  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  is 
either  excluded  entirely  from  grazing 
(334  acres),  or  is  being  managed  as  a  riparian 
pasture  with  dormant-season  grazing 
(526  acres).  Only  73  acres  are  presently  being 
grazed  during  the  growing  season.  Forty-seven 
acres  are  being  considered  for  exclusion  from 
grazing  or  for  the  creation  of  a  dormant-season 
grazing  pasture  through  the  grazing  permit 
renewal  process.  The  remaining  26  acres  of 
habitat  are  presently  beyond  the  control  of  the 
BLM;  however,  the  BLM  will  continue  to  work 
with  the  grazing  permittees  to  find  a  mutual 
solution. 

Planned  Monitoring  Activities:  Monitoring 
of  the  riparian  areas  and  dormant-season  grazing 
will  be  scheduled  as  follows: 

•  Riparian  areas  that  are  in  PFC  will  be 
monitored  every  four  years. 

•  Riparian  areas  that  are  in  functional  - 
at  risk  (FAR)  or  nonfunctional  (NF) 
will  be  monitored  every  two  years 
until  they  reach  PFC,  at  which  point 
they  will  be  monitored  every  four 
years. 

•  Riparian  areas  that  were  identified  as 
potential  southwestern  willow 
flycatcher  habitat  (Silva  1998)  and 
that  are  being  grazed  during  the 
dormant  season  will  be  evaluated 
annually  to  determine  whether  grazing 
is  impacting  riparian  vegetation  (e.g., 
willow,  cottonwood)  recovery.  These 
areas  will  be  visited  twice  each  year 
—  once  in  the  fall  prior  to  the  entry  of 
livestock,  and  once  in  the  spring  after 
livestock  have  moved  out.  A  small 
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TABLE  B.2  Livestock  Grazing  Management  within  Riparian  Areas 
Identified  as  Current  or  Potential  Southwestern  Willow 
Flycatcher  Habitat 


Riparian  Area 

Riparian 
Area  Size 
(Acres) 

Livestock  Grazing 
Management 

Potential 

Habitat^ 

Rito  Leche 

10 

No  grazing 

LT 

Senorito  Canyon 

35 

No  grazing 

LT 

Wilson  Canyon 

77 

No  grazing 

LT 

Coal  Creek 

100 

No  grazing 

LT 

Cerros  Colorados 

43 

Dormant-season  grazing  only 

LT 

Arroyo  Chico  (Charlotte’s  Well) 

15 

No  grazing 

LT 

San  Luis  Community 

22 

Presently  grazed^ 

LT 

Lost  Valley 

103 

Dormant-season  grazing  only 

ST/LT 

Arroyo  Chico  (Azabache) 

380 

Dormant-season  grazing  only 

LT 

Brandy  Senorito 

5 

Presently  grazed^ 

LT 

Forty  Four 

5 

Presently  grazed'^ 

LT 

Cachulie 

26 

No  authorized  grazing^ 

LT 

Bluewater 

90 

No  grazing 

CH 

San  Ysidro 

7 

No  grazing 

ST 

Riconada  Canyon 
(New-Not  in  Silva  1998) 

15 

Presently  grazed^ 

LT 

Abbreviations:  CH  =  current  habitat;  LT  =  long-term;  ST  =  short-term. 

^  Brandy  Senorito,  Forty  Four,  San  Luis  Community,  and  Riconada  Canyon  are  presently 
being  grazed  at  different  times  of  the  year.  Efforts  are  underway,  however,  through  the 
grazing  permit  renewal  process,  to  eliminate  grazing  during  the  growing  season  within  these 
areas. 

^  Cachulie  is  a  riparian  section  (2.2  miles)  along  the  Rio  Puerco,  adjacent  to  the  town  of  San 
Luis.  The  boundary  between  BLM  and  private  lands  is  the  middle  of  the  Rio  Puerco.  The 
BLM  does  not  authorize  any  grazing  within  this  section;  however,  the  adjacent  private 
landowners’  livestock  use  the  area  on  an  intermittent  basis.  The  BLM  has  no  feasible 
means  of  controlling  livestock  on  public  lands  within  this  area,  because  of  the  indeterminate 
boundary  along  the  middle  of  the  river.  Part  of  the  area  has  been  fenced  off  by  Red 
Mountain  Ranch,  but  additional  fencing  is  necessary.  The  BLM  will  be  working  with  the 
private  landowners  to  establish  ways  of  protecting  the  riparian  area  within  the  Cachulie 
section. 
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exclosure  will  be  constructed  in  each 
of  the  dormant-season  grazing  areas  to 
aid  in  determining  use  by  livestock.  In 
addition  to  monitoring  livestock 
utilization  of  willows,  other  measure¬ 
ments,  including  stems  per  acre  live  or 
dead,  height  of  willows,  and  any 
livestock  trailing  or  bedding  will  be 
collected.  Riparian  vegetation 
monitoring  summary  reports  will  be 
supplied  to  the  USFWS,  and  the  BLM 
will  coordinate  with  the  USFWS  to 
ensure  that  potential  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  habitat  is  maintained 
or  improved. 

Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher  Habitat: 

In  1998,  when  the  riparian  areas  in  Table  B.2 
were  determined  (Silva  1998),  little 
consideration  was  given  to  evaluating  the  rate  at 
which  riparian  habitats  along  the  Rio  Puerco 
and  its  tributaries  would  recover  and  be  able  to 
provide  habitat  for  species  like  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher.  Most  of  the  evaluations  prior 
to  the  development  of  the  flycatcher  habitat 
management  plan  were  oriented  toward 
attaining  PFC  and  not  toward  a  particular 
vegetative  structure  or  size  like  flycatcher 
habitat. 

An  evaluation  of  existing  data  on  BLM 
riparian  areas  indicates  that  in  many  areas,  PFC 
can  be  attained  over  a  period  of  5  to  10  years. 
However,  establishing  the  appropriate 
vegetative  structure  for  flycatcher  habitat  in  the 
short-term  (1  to  3  years)  or  the  long-term  (4  to 
10  years),  as  identified  in  the  Rio  Puerco 
Resource  Area  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher 
Habitat  Management  Plan  (Silva  1998),  is  not 
considered  attainable  within  those  time  frames. 

The  USFWS  guidance  criterion  (USFWS 
1997)  identifies  potential  southwestern  willow 
flycatcher  habitat  as  those  riparian  areas  that 
within  the  next  10  years  would  be  usable  as 
nesting  habitat  for  this  species.  It  is  estimated 
that  all  the  riparian  habitats  within  the 


Albuquerque  Field  Office,  excluding  the 
Bluewater  Creek  area,  are  at  the  successional 
stage  and,  therefore,  could  not  provide  this  type 
of  habitat  within  the  10-year  time  frame. 
However,  several  small  portions  of  the  Lost 
Valley  Allotment  and  the  San  Ysidro  Wildlife 
Area  are  considered  to  be  potential  habitats  in 
the  long  term  (15  to  20  years);  these  areas  will 
not  be  excluded  as  potential  flycatcher  habitats 
because  they  do  not  meet  the  present  10-year 
guidance  criterion. 

Three  examples  of  long-term  recovery 
efforts  for  riparian  habitats  are  Senorito  Creek, 
Azabache  flowing  well,  and  Bluewater  riparian 
areas. 

Senorito  Creek  and  Azabache  Riparian 
Areas:  The  Senorito  Creek  and  Azabache 
riparian  areas  were  fenced  and  all  livestock 
excluded  in  1989  and  1992,  respectively.  The 
BLM  has  determined  that  these  areas  have 
recovered  from  NF  status  in  1989  and  1992,  to 
PFC  today.  The  willows  within  the  areas  have 
recovered  to  approximately  3  to  6  feet  in  height; 
thus,  large  dense  stands  of  trees  12  to  30  ft  in 
height  have  yet  to  be  established.  On  the  basis 
of  the  present  vegetative  structure  and  minimum 
habitat  requirements,  it  is  estimated  that  these 
areas  will  never  be  able  to  support  flycatchers  in 
the  foreseeable  future. 

Bluewater  Riparian  Area:  The  Bluewater 
riparian  area  was  fenced  and  all  livestock  were 
excluded  in  1989.  In  evaluating  the  recovery  of 
the  area,  the  BLM  has  determined  that  the  area 
has  recovered  from  NF  status  in  1989,  to  PFC 
today.  The  willows  within  the  area  have 
recovered  to  approximately  6  to  10  feet  in 
height,  and  some  small  stands  (50  feet  x 
200  feet)  of  dense  willows  are  being  established. 
The  BLM  concluded  in  the  Rio  Puerco 
Resource  Area  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher 
Management  Plan  (Silva  1998)  that  this  area  is 
currently  potential  flycatcher  habitat.  However, 
when  comparing  the  vegetative  structure  of  this 
area  to  known  habitat,  it  still  falls  short  of  the 
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appropriate  habitat  structure  necessary  to 
support  the  flycatcher.  In  addition,  the 
maximum  width  (patch  size)  over  most  (95%)  of 
the  area  is  narrow  and  rarely  exceeds  10  to 
20  feet.  Blue  water  Creek  is  also  a  steep  gradient 
stream,  and  in  most  summers  is  a  raging  ton-ent 
from  early  May  to  late  July  during  the  irrigation 
season.  One  area  created  by  a  beaver  dam  has 
some  slack  water  at  times;  however,  the  width 
of  the  willow  component  around  the  pond  is  less 
than  10  feet. 

After  evaluating  existing  information  on 
recovery  efforts  along  the  Rio  Puerco  and  other 
locations  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office, 
the  BLM  does  not  believe  that  most  of  the 
riparian  habitats  will  ever  meet  the  vegetative 
structure  necessary  to  support  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  habitat. 

In  addition  to  the  vegetative  structure 
requirements,  size  of  the  vegetative  patches  and 
water  availability  are  key  factors  in  developing 
southwestern  willow  flycatcher  habitat.  Most  of 
the  Rio  Puerco  and  its  tributaries  are  narrow  and 
incised  channels  and  will  never  develop  the 
patch  size  necessary  to  provide  appropriate 
flycatcher  habitat.  The  most  recent  data  (Sogge 
et  al.  1999)  suggest  that  a  patch  size  of  a 
minimum  of  2  acres  is  the  smallest  known  area 
to  have  been  used  by  nesting  flycatchers.  In 
addition,  the  riparian  areas  need  to  be  at  least 
30  feet  in  width  to  provide  the  minimum  size 
necessary  for  flycatcher  use.  In  most  cases,  the 
maximum  extent  that  riparian  habitat  can 
become  established  along  the  Rio  Puerco  and  its 
tributaries  is  about  25  to  30  feet  or  less.  Because 
the  latest  literature  (Sogge  et  al.  1999)  indicates 
that  flycatcher  nests  are  not  found  in  linear 
riparian  habitats  of  less  than  30  feet,  the 
majority  of  the  Rio  Puerco  and  its  tributaries 
will  never  be  able  to  provide  even  the  minimal 
habitat  requirements.  Except  for  a  few  areas 
within  the  Lost  Valley  portion  of  the  Rio 
Puerco,  the  San  Ysidro  Wildlife  Area,  and 
Bluewater  Creek,  no  other  areas  are  expected  to 
meet  these  minimum  guidelines.  In  addition  to 


the  size  of  the  riparian  habitat,  most  of  the  Rio 
Puerco  and  its  tributaries  are  considered 
intermittent  and  dry  up  prior  to  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  nesting  season.  Even  when 
these  riparian  habitats  are  recovered  to  PEC, 
they  are  still  not  likely  to  reach  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher  habitat  requirements  because 
of  other  factors  (e.g.,  patch  size,  vegetative 
structure,  or  water). 

The  two  areas  approximately  1  mile  within 
the  Lost  Valley  portion  of  the  Rio  Puerco  and  a 
7-acre  tract  of  the  San  Ysidro  Wildlife  Area 
appear  to  have  the  potential  to  become 
flycatcher  habitat  within  the  foreseeable  future 
(10  to  20  years).  The  San  Ysidro  Wildlife  Area 
is  the  most  likely  to  meet  southwestern  willow 
flycatcher  habitat  requirements  within  the 
10-year  time  frame  because  of  the  consistent 
water  availability.  The  Lost  Valley  allotment 
has  two  areas  that  due  to  a  wide  floodplain  have 
the  potential  to  establish  patches  of  habitat; 
however,  the  areas  have  intermittent  water 
regimes,  which  may  impact  their  ability  to 
support  flycatchers. 

The  BLM  will  continue  to  protect  and 
enhance  all  of  the  riparian  habitats,  with 
particular  attention  given  to  the  areas  of  greatest 
potential.  Riparian  areas  are  important  for  many 
wildlife  species,  including  the  southwestern 
willow  flycatcher.  Available  data,  however, 
indicate  that  it  is  unlikely  that  the  majority  of 
the  riparian  areas  along  the  Rio  Puerco  or  its 
tributaries  will  be  able  to  support  southwestern 
willow  flycatchers  within  the  foreseeable  future 
(10  to  20  years),  if  ever. 

Effects  Determination:  One  of  the 
specified  riparian  areas  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  area  (Bluewater  Canyon)  contains 
currently  potential  nesting  habitat  for  the 
southwestern  willow  flycatcher.  Many  of  the 
other  riparian  areas  contain  potential  short-  or 
long-term  habitat  for  the  species.  Riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  maintain 
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habitat  conditions  at  Bluewater  Canyon  and 
improve  riparian  conditions  at  most  other 
riparian  areas.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  the  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  identified  in 
this  FEIS  would  result  in  a  ‘'May  Ajfect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely  Ajfect”  situation  for  the 
southwestern  willow  flycatcher.  The 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  would  continue  to 
implement  its  Southwestern  Willow  Flycatcher 
Management  Plan  (Silva  1998),  which  is 
intended  to  protect,  improve,  and  enhance 
riparian  habitat  for  the  southwestern  willow 
flycatcher  while  a  recovery  plan  is  being 
developed  for  the  species.  The  cumulative 
impact  associated  with  the  “May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely  Affect”  determination  would 
be  an  increase  in  the  quality  of  habitat  to 
support  breeding  and/or  migratory  stopovers  for 
the  southwestern  willow  flycatcher. 

B.2.12  Whooping  Crane  (Grus 
americana) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  whooping 
crane  breeds  mainly  at  Wood  Buffalo  National 
Park  in  Canada  and  winters  mainly  along  the 
Gulf  Coast  of  Texas  at  the  Aransas  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  A  few  whooping  cranes  raised 
by  foster  parents  (sandhill  cranes)  at  Grays 
Lake,  Idaho,  migrate  with  sandhill  cranes  to  the 
Rio  Grande  Valley,  New  Mexico.  These  birds 
(down  from  a  high  of  33  to  now  only  4)  winter 
mainly  in  the  Bosque  del  Apache  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  located  about  20  miles  south  of 
Socorro,  New  Mexico.  This  population  is 
designated  as  a  nonessential  experimental 
population,  and  it  is  expected  that  these  birds 
will  die  by  the  year  2006.  Pairing  and 
reproduction  of  this  experimental  flock  never 
occurred. 

Whooping  cranes  select  an  open  expanse  of 
shallow  water  in  rivers,  lakes,  reservoirs,  and 
native  wetlands  for  nightly  roosting.  These  sites 


include  stockponds,  marshes,  and  flooded  grain 
fields.  Feeding  sites  include  these  wetland  types 
and  agricultural  fields  (particularly  those 
containing  waste  grain  or  sprouting  crops).  They 
feed  on  small  grains,  alfalfa,  winter  wheat, 
aquatic  plants,  invertebrates,  and  small 
vertebrates.  The  whooping  crane  typically  roosts 
on  sand  bars  within  the  Rio  Grande  floodplain. 
They  seasonally  move  up  and  down  the  Rio 
Grande  comdor  during  their  spring  and  fall 
migrations;  however,  they  would  be  considered 
rare  visitors  to  the  area  (BLM  1999a). 

Whooping  cranes  adhere  to  ancestral  breeding 
areas,  migratory  routes,  and  wintering  grounds, 
leaving  little  possibility  of  pioneering  into  new 
regions. 

The  conversion  of  wetlands  and  prairies  to 
croplands  contributed  to  the  drastic  decline  of 
whooping  cranes.  Collisions  with  power  lines 
and  fences,  predators,  and  disease  are  known 
hazards  to  wild  whooping  cranes  in  the  Rocky 
Mountains. 

No  suitable  riparian/agricultural  habitat 
occurs  on  BLM-administered  lands  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office.  In  addition,  the 
limited  number  of  individuals  left  in  the 
experimental  population  makes  it  extremely 
unlikely  that  the  whooping  crane  would  occur  at 
any  of  the  specified  riparian  and  associated 
aquatic  habitats  in  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
area. 

Effects  Determination:  Because  the 
specified  riparian  areas  and  associated  upland 
range  do  not  provide  habitat  for  the  whooping 
crane,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  ‘‘No  Effect”  on  the 
whooping  crane.  Because  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  would  have  ‘‘No  Effect”  on 
the  whooping  crane,  there  would  be  no  incre¬ 
mental  increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable 
future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
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Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 

B.2.13  Black-Footed  Ferret  (Mustela 
nigripes) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  black¬ 
footed  ferret  is  generally  associated  with  prairie 
dog  towns  in  grassland  plains,  semiarid 
grasslands,  and  adjacent  mountain  basins.  Since 
it  has  not  been  seen  in  the  wild  since  1934,  it  is 
believed  that  the  black-footed  ferret  population 
in  New  Mexico  was  extirpated.  However,  a 
captive  breeding  project  was  initiated  in  1998  at 
the  Vermejo  Park  Ranch  near  Raton,  Colfax 
County,  New  Mexico  (BLM  1999a). 

The  decline  in  prairie  dog  colonies,  and 
consequently  the  black-footed  ferret,  was  related 
to  prairie  dog  poisoning  programs.  Also,  land 
use  practices  that  converted  plains  to 
agricultural  and  urban  areas  have  affected  the 
species  (BLM  1999a). 

No  prairie  dog  colonies  of  the  size 
necessary  to  support  black-footed  ferrets  (more 
than  80  acres)  occur  on  any  of  the  allotments 
associated  with  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office 
riparian  areas.  Livestock  grazing  is  benign  or 
beneficial  to  prairie  dog  colony  development. 
The  prairie  dog  population  within  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  lands  appears  to  be  stable,  although 
it  fluctuates  on  a  regular  basis,  primarily  due  to 
sylvatic  plague  (BLM  1999a). 

Effects  Determination:  Because  no  black¬ 
footed  ferret  habitat  (e.g.,  large  prairie  dog 
colonies)  exists  on  allotment  uplands  and 
because  riparian  areas  do  not  provide  black¬ 
footed  ferret  habitat  (coupled  with  the  fact  that 
the  black-footed  ferret  was  extirpated),  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  implementation  of  the 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
result  in  “No  Effect”  for  the  black-footed  ferret. 
Because  the  proposed  action  has  a  “No  Effect" 


determination  for  the  black-footed  ferret,  there 
would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.2.14  Black-Tailed  Prairie  Dog 
(Cynomys  ludovicianus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  black-tailed 
prairie  dog  historic  range  included  1 1  states, 
Canada,  and  Mexico  (USFWS  2000a).  The 
species  is  currently  present  in  10  states, 
including  New  Mexico.  Historically,  the  black¬ 
tailed  prairie  dog  occupied  6,640,000  acres  of 
habitat  in  New  Mexico;  however,  it  is  estimated, 
today,  that  there  are  only  39,000  acres  of 
occupied  habitat.  This  species  is  generally 
associated  with  grassland  plains  and  other 
upland  areas  that  have  easily  excavated  soils. 
Riparian/wetland  habitats  have  not  been 
identified  as  being  utilized  by  this  species. 

Within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office,  only 
Torrance  County  is  considered  potential  habitat 
for  this  species  (USFWS  2000b).  Only  small 
isolated  parcels  of  BLM-administered  lands 
occur  within  Torrance  County,  and  no 
riparian/ wetland  habitat  has  been  identified 
within  any  of  these  parcels. 

The  black-tailed  prairie  dog  is  a  very  social 
species,  living  in  large  populations  called 
colonies  or  towns  (USFWS  2000a).  Historically, 
these  colonies  contained  thousands  of 
individuals  and  covered  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  acres;  today,  however,  these  colonies  are 
much  smaller  and  widely  scattered. 

The  three  major  factors  that  have 
substantially  impacted  black-tailed  prairie  dog 
populations  include  (1)  conversion  of  prairie 
grasslands  to  croplands,  (2)  large-scale  control 
efforts  to  reduce  competition  between  prairie 
dogs  and  livestock,  and  (3)  sylvatic  plague 
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(USFWS  2000a).  Habitat  loss  and  control 
efforts  appear  to  be  the  major  factors  that 
caused  an  overall  reduction  of  this  species 
habitat  in  the  late  19’*'  and  early  20“’  centuries. 
However,  it  is  believed  that  sylvatic  plague  is 
the  most  likely  factor  causing  recent  reductions 
in  overall  prairie  dog  population  (USFWS 
2000a). 

Effects  Determination:  Since  the  black¬ 
tailed  prairie  dog  does  not  use  riparian  areas  as 
habitat  and  the  three  major  impacts  affecting  the 
prairie  dog  are  not  associated  with  management 
of  riparian/wetland  habitats,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  for  the  specific  riparian  areas 
would  result  in  “No-Effect"  for  the  black-tailed 
prairie  dog.  Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  protect  and  enhance  riparian 
areas  along  the  tributaries  of  the  Rio  Grande 
(e.g.,  Rio  Puerco).  Although  such  management 
practices  would  benefit  many  wildlife  species 
and  resources  with  the  project  area,  it  is  not 
expected  that  such  efforts  would  measurably 
benefit  the  black-tailed  prairie  dog.  Because 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
have  “No  Effect"  on  the  black-tailed  prairie  dog, 
there  would  be  no  incremental  increase  in 
existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3  STATE-LISTED  AND  BLM- 
SENSITIVE  SPECIES 

In  addition  to  the  federal  endangered, 
threatened,  proposed,  and  candidate  species 
discussed  above,  a  number  of  other  species  that 
are  state-listed  or  BLM-sensitive  also  occur 
within  the  four  counties  of  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  that  contain  the  riparian,  wetland, 
and  spring/seep  areas  being  addressed  in  this 
FEIS.  The  species  considered  in  the  following 
sections  are  those  that  were  listed  as  “Special 
Concern”  (USFWS  1999a).  The  BLM-sensitive 


species  are  essentially  those  that  the  USFWS 
previously  listed  as  special  concern  species 
(e.g..  Category  2  and  3  species).  State-listed  and 
other  species  of  special  concern  are  not  required 
to  be  addressed  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  Nevertheless,  it  is  the  BLM’s  policy  to  give 
these  species  the  same  consideration  as  federal 
species.  Therefore,  the  following  sections  of  this 
biological  evaluation  include  an  effect 
determination  for  the  state-listed  and  BLM- 
sensitive  species. 

B.3.1  Acoma  Fleabane  (Erigeron 
acomanus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  acoma 
fleabane  occurs  in  sandy  soils  at  the  base  of 
sandstone  cliffs.  It  is  associated  with  one-seeded 
juniper,  pinyon  pine,  hairy  golden  aster,  and 
mountain  mahogany.  The  acoma  fleabane 
population  that  occurs  in  the  Blue  water  Canyon 
appears  to  be  a  larger,  multihead  variant  that 
differs  from  the  smaller,  monocephalic 
counterpart  north  of  Prewit. 

Effects  Determination:  The  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect"  determination  for  the  acoma 
fleabane.  Bluewater  Canyon  is  the  only  riparian 
area  with  habitat  suitable  for  the  acoma 
fleabane.  Management  activities  have  already 
been  undertaken  that  would  protect  this  species. 
Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  have  “No  Effect"  on  the 
acoma  fleabane,  there  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.2  Arizona  Willow  (Salix  arizonica) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Arizona 
willow  is  a  mat-forming  or  shrubby  willow 
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typically  2  to  4  feet  high.  It  generally  occurs  in 
unshaded  or  partly  shaded  wet  meadows,  along 
streamsides,  or  in  cienegas  at  elevations  above 
8,000  feet.  In  New  Mexico,  it  has  been  found  in 
the  Carson  National  Forest  and  in  San  Pedros 
Parks  in  the  Santa  Fe  National  Forest. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  area  do  not  occur 
within  the  known  range  or  altitudinal  zonation 
of  the  Arizona  willow.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect”  situation  for  this  species.  Because 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
have  “No  Effect”  on  the  Arizona  willow,  there 
would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing 
or  foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species 
due  to  this  action. 


B.3.3  Cinder  Phacelia  (Phacelia  serrata) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  cinder 
phacelia  occurs  in  volcanic  cinders  and  on 
barren  steep  slopes  of  black  pumice  or  cinders 
in  the  Chain-of-Craters  region  southwest  of  the 
El  Malpais  lava  flow.  The  volcanic  cinder 
habitats  it  occurs  in  are  often  quarried  for 
roadbed  material. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
contain  volcanic  cinders  within  which  the  cinder 
phacelia  grows.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in 
“No  Effect”  for  this  species.  Because  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  would  have 
“No  Effect”  on  the  cinder  phacelia,  there  would 
be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.4  Golden  Lady’s  Slipper 
(Cypripedium  pubescens) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  golden 
lady’s  slipper  is  a  widespread  but  rare  orchid 
species  that  generally  occurs  in  association  with 
montane  and  submontane  coniferous  forests. 

The  species  is  threatened  primarily  by  collection 
and  habitat  modification. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  are  not 
located  within  subalpine  or  alpine  coniferous 
forests.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect”  situation  for  the  golden  lady’s 
slipper.  Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  have  “No  Effect”  on  the 
golden  lady’s  slipper,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action 


B.3.5  Gypsum  Phacelia  (Phacelia  sp. 
nov./ined. ) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  gypsum 
phacelia  is  a  newly  discovered  species  that 
grows  on  pure  gypsum  outcrops.  It  has  been 
found  on  Todilto  gypsum  outcrops  near 
San  Ysidro  in  Sandoval  County  and  near 
Laguna  in  Cibola  County. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
contain  gypsum  outcrops  required  for  the 
gypsum  phacelia.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  would  result  in  a  “No  Effect”  situation 
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for  this  species.  Because  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  would  have  ‘'No  Effect”  on 
the  gypsum  phacelia,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.6  Gypsum  Townsend’s  Aster 
(Townsendia  gypsophila) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Gypsum 
Townsend’s  aster  occurs  in  the  White  Mesa 
associated  with  weathered  Todilto  gypsum 
outcrops  near  San  Ysidro  in  Sandoval  County. 
The  largest  populations  occur  in  highly 
gypsiferous  soils,  but  not  in  pure  gypsum.  A 
small  part  of  this  population  will  eventually  be 
removed  by  gypsum  mining  operations. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
contain  the  highly  gypsiferous  soils  required  for 
the  gypsum  townsend’s  aster.  Therefore,  the 
BLM  has  determined  that  implementation  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
result  in  ‘‘No  Effect”  for  this  species.  Because 
of  the  “No  Effect”  determination  for  the  gypsum 
townsend’s  aster,  there  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.7  Knight’s  Milkvetch  (Astragalus 
knightii) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Knight’s 
milkvetch  occurs  on  open  sandstone  ledges  and 
cliff  terraces  in  pinyon-juniper  woodlands  and 
grama-gelleta  grasslands  at  elevations  of  5,750 
to  6,000  feet.  Populations  are  found  on 
escarpments  along  the  middle  Rio  Puerco 
drainage  in  the  vicinity  of  Mesa  Prieta. 


Effects  Determination:  Knight’s  milkvetch 
occurs  within  the  general  area  of  several  of  the 
specified  riparian  areas  along  the  Rio  Puerco. 
However,  the  riparian  areas  do  not  coincide  with 
the  escarpment  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  Mesa 
Prieta.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  “No  Effect”  for 
this  species.  Because  of  the  “No  Effect” 
determination  for  the  Knight’s  milkvetch,  there 
would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing 
or  foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species 
due  to  this  action. 


B.3.8  Parish’s  Alkali  Grass  (Puccunellia 
parishii) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Parish’s  alkali 
grass  inhabits  open,  saline,  and  alkaline  soils 
around  springs,  seeps,  and  low-lying  moist  areas 
typically  in  desert  grasslands.  Damage  or  loss  or 
spring/seep  wetlands  are  the  primary  threats  to 
this  species. 

Effects  Determination:  The  habitat 
requirements  and  known  distribution  of  the 
Parish’s  alkali  grass  could  coincide  with  some 
of  the  riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas 
that  are  the  subject  of  this  FEIS.  Since  the 
proposed  action  would  promote  the  proper 
functions  of  such  habitats,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  this  species.  The  cumulative  effect 
of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management 
associated  with  the  “May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to 
Adversely  Affect”  determination  for  the  Parish’s 
alkali  grass  would  be  the  protection  and 
enhancement  of  potential  habitat  for  this 
species. 
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B.3.9  Ripley’s  Milk  vetch  (Astragalus 
ripleyi) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Ripley’s 
milkvetch  grows  on  volcanic  substrates  in  open 
ponderosa  pine- Arizona  fescue  savannahs  or  on 
the  edges  of  closed  canopy  ponderosa  pine, 
mixed  conifer,  or  pinyon-juniper  woodlands 
with  an  Arizona  fescue  understory.  The  plant 
also  occurs  in  piny  on-juniper-oak  and  big 
sagebrush  associations.  These  associations  may 
occasionally  be  affected  by  brush  control 
projects.  The  Ripley’s  milkvetch  is  also  a 
palatable  species  that  is  grazed  by  livestock  and 
wildlife.  Its  range  extends  from  Conejos  County, 
Colorado,  to  Taos  and  Rio  Arriba  Counties  in 
New  Mexico. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
coincide  with  the  known  distribution  or  habitat 
requirements  of  Ripley’s  milkvetch.  Therefore, 
the  BLM  has  determined  that  implementation  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
result  in  "No  Effect"  for  this  species.  There 
would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing 
or  foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species 
due  to  this  action. 


B.3.10  Santa  Fe  Cholla  (Opuntia 
viridiflora) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Santa  Fe  cholla 
occurs  on  south-  and  west-facing  slopes  in 
pinyon-juniper  woodlands  at  an  elevation  of 
about  7,200  feet.  It  is  best  known  from  the 
vicinity  of  Fort  Marcy  Park  within  the  city 
limits  of  Santa  Fe.  The  Santa  Fe  cholla  is 
endangered  by  habitat  destruction  from 
urbanization  within  Santa  Fe. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
coincide  with  the  known  distribution  or 


preferred  habitat  of  the  Santa  Fe  cholla. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  "No  Effect"  for 
this  species.  Because  of  the  "No  Effect" 
situation  for  the  Santa  Fe  cholla,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.11  Sivinski’s  Fleabane  (Erigeron 
sivinskii) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Sivinski’s 
fleabane  occurs  in  association  with  Chinle  Shale 
outcrops  in  seleniferous  (selenium-bearing)  soils 
at  elevations  between  7,300  and  8,000  feet.  It  is 
only  known  from  the  Zuni  Mountains  in 
McKinley  County. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
contain  shale  outcrops  in  seleniferous  soils. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  "No  Effect"  for  the 
Sivinski’s  fleabane.  Because  of  the  "No  Effect" 
situation  for  the  Sivinski’s  fleabane,  there  would 
be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 

B.3.12  Wood  Lily  (Lilium  philadelphicum 
var.  andinum) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  wood  lily  is 
a  widespread  but  rare  species.  It  generally 
occurs  in  association  with  montane  and 
submontane  coniferous  forests.  The  species  is 
threatened  primarily  by  collection  and  habitat 
modification. 
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Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  are  not 
located  within  subalpine  or  alpine  coniferous 
forests.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  would  result  in  a 
"No  Effect"  situation  for  the  wood  lily.  Because 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
have  "No  Effect”  on  the  wood  lily,  there  would 
be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.13  New  Mexico  (=  Mountain) 

Silverspot  Butterfly  (Speyeria 
nokomis  nitrocris) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  habitat  of 
the  New  Mexico  silverspot  butterfly  includes 
moist  meadows,  seeps,  marshes,  and  stream- 
sides.  The  hosts  of  the  caterpillars  are  violets. 
Adult  food  is  flower  nectar,  including  that  from 
thistles.  The  species  has  been  affected  by 
draining  of  habitat  or  development.  Moderate 
grazing  is  compatible  and  may  be  necessary 
(Struttmann  1999). 

Effects  Determination:  Specific  habitat 
and  distribution  information  was  not  found  for 
this  subspecies  of  silverspot  butterfly.  However, 
habitats  for  the  species  in  general  could  include 
the  specified  riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep 
areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office. 
Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
maintain  and  improve  habitat  suitable  for  the 
silverspot  butterfly.  The  continuation  of  grazing 
within  the  uplands  would  also  maintain 
conditions  suitable  for  the  silverspot  butterfly. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "May  Affect  - 
Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect”  situation  for  the 
New  Mexico  silverspot  butterfly.  The 
cumulative  impact  associated  with  the 


"May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
determination  for  the  New  Mexico  silverspot 
butterfly  would  be  an  increase  in  the  quality  of 
habitat  to  support  this  species. 

B.3.14  San  Juan  Checkerspot  Butterfly 
(Euphydras  (=  Occidryas)  anicia 
chuskae) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Anicia 
checkerspot  butterflies  occur  in  alpine  tundra 
and  ridges,  pine  forests,  grasslands  with  aspen 
groves,  mountain  meadows,  and  mountain 
mahogany.  Their  host  plants  include  Indian 
paintbrush,  beard  tongue,  figworts,  plantain,  and 
borage  (Pyle  1998). 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  do  not  coincide 
with  the  habitats  for  the  San  Juan  checkerspot 
butterfly.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined 
that  implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  would  result  in  a  "No 
Effect”  situation  for  this  species.  Because  of  the 
"No  Effect”  situation  for  the  San  Juan  checker- 
spot  butterfly,  there  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.15  'Wrinkled  Marshsnail  (Stagnicola 
caperatus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology.  The  wrinkled 
marshsnail  was  formerly  known  as  Say’s  pond 
snail.  Within  New  Mexico,  it  is  only  known  to 
occur  in  the  Cerro  la  Jara  area  of  the  Jemez 
Mountains  (Sandoval  County).  It  occurs  in 
vegetated  ditches,  marshes,  streams,  and  ponds 
that  typically  are  seasonally  dry.  The  wrinkled 
marshsnail  also  occurs  in  areas  of  perennial 
water  (including  the  former  New  Mexico 
population  at  Bitter  Lake  National  Wildlife 
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Refuge).  Its  food  consists  of  various  organic 
particles  grazed  from  vegetation  and  other 
substrates.  Loss  of  habitat  (e.g.,  dewatering  and 
replacement  of  sedges  by  coarse  grasses)  led  to 
its  extirpation  from  the  Bitter  Lake  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  The  Jemez  Mountain 
population  appears  secure,  even  though  it  is 
limited  to  a  4,300  square  foot  area.  Current 
levels  of  livestock  grazing  do  not  seem  overly 
detrimental  to  its  habitat.  However,  increased 
grazing,  pollution,  development,  or  dewatering 
could  threaten  it  in  the  future. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
occur  within  the  Jemez  Mountains.  Therefore, 
the  BLM  has  determined  that  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect"  situation  for  the  wrinkled 
marshsnail.  Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  have  “No  Effect”  on  the 
species,  there  would  be  no  incremental  increase 
in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
the  wrinkled  marshsnail  due  to  this  action. 


B.3.16  Flathead  Chub  (Platygobio 
(=  Hybopsis)  gracilis) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  flathead 
chub  is  native  to  the  Rio  Grande,  Pecos,  and 
Canadian  drainages,  including  the  Dry  Cimarron 
drainage.  The  species  is  expanding  in  the 
Rio  Grande  drainage  and  stable  in  the  other 
drainages.  Its  habitat  is  turbid,  strong-flowing 
main  channels  of  large  streams  and  tributaries.  It 
is  found  in  moderate  to  strong  currents.  The 
flathead  chub  seems  to  prefer  permanent 
streams  and  avoids  shallow  water.  It  is  omni¬ 
vorous,  feeding  on  invertebrates,  algae,  and 
some  vascular  plants.  Management  practices  and 
developments  that  adversely  impact  the  species 
include  impoundments,  dredging,  channeliza¬ 


tion,  irrigation,  and  livestock  grazing  in  riparian 
zones.* 

Effects  Determination:  The  aquatic 
habitats  associated  with  the  specified  riparian 
areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  do 
not  coincide  with  the  preferred  habitat  for  the 
flathead  chub.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect”  situation  for  this  species.  Because 
of  the  “No  Effect”  situation  for  the  flathead 
chub,  there  would  be  no  incremental  increase  in 
the  existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.17  Roundtail  Chub  (Gila  robusta) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  In  New  Mexico, 
the  roundtail  chub  has  been  extirpated  in  the  San 
Francisco  and  Zuni  Rivers  and  has  been  reduced 
elsewhere.  Its  abundance  has  continued  to 
decline  in  the  San  Juan  and  Gila  drainages.  It 
occurs  in  the  main  stem  of  the  San  Juan  River 
from  the  Navajo  Reservoir  downstream  to  the 
Four  Comers  area,  and  in  the  Mancos,  Navajo, 
and  Animas  Rivers  (San  Juan  and  Rio  Arriba 
Counties).  It  occurs  locally  in  the  Gila  Basin  in 
the  East  and  Middle  Forks,  the  confluence  area 
of  the  West  and  Middle  Forks,  Turkey  Creek, 
and  sporadically  in  the  main  stem  of  the  Gila 
River  downstream  to  the  Middle  Box. 

The  roundtail  chub  is  a  fish  of  moderate  to 
large  rivers,  generally  found  in  moderate 
velocity  waters  in  association  with  pool  habitats 
up  to  6.5  feet  deep.  Cover  is  usually  available 
and  consists  of  large  boulders,  tree  roots, 
submerged  large  trees  and  branches,  undercut 
cliff  walls,  or  deep  water.  Smaller  chubs  stay  in 
shallower,  low- velocity  water  adjacent  to 
overhead  bank  cover.  Roundtail  chubs  also 
inhabit  large  reservoirs.  Its  adhesive  eggs  are 
laid  in  gravel  and  cobble  of  pools  and  moderate- 
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velocity  runs.  The  roundtail  chub  preys  on 
aquatic  and  terrestrial  invertebrates,  small  fish, 
and,  sometimes,  filamentous  algae. 

Threats  to  the  roundtail  chub  include 
habitat  loss  (e.g.,  due  to  dams,  channelization, 
and  removal  of  riparian  vegetation)  and  possibly 
predation  by  nonnative  fishes.  Contaminant 
loading  in  the  San  Juan  River  may  also  be 
affecting  the  species.  Livestock  grazing  that 
results  in  a  loss  of  gallery  forests  and  increases 
bank  erosion  also  contributes  to  habitat 
deterioration  (Propst  1999). 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  and  aquatic  areas  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  do  not  occur  within 
drainages  that  contain  the  roundtail  chub. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "No  Effect” 
situation  for  this  species.  Thus,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.18  Zuni  Bluehead  Sucker 

(Catostomus  discobolus  yarrowi) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Zuni 
bluehead  sucker  is  endemic  to  the  Zuni  basin  of 
New  Mexico  and  is  now  confined  to  a  few 
streams  upstream  of  Zuni  Pueblo  (e.g.,  Rio 
Nutria  and  Agua  Remora)  (Propst  1999).  It  is  a 
natural  hybrid  of  the  bluehead  sucker  and  the 
Rio  Grande  sucker.  This  sucker  inhabits  a 
variety  of  lotic  habitats,  featuring  laminar  to 
slightly  turbulent  flows.  However,  it  almost 
always  occupies  moderate-  to  fast-flowing 
waters  above  a  rubble-rock  substrate.  It  remains 
in  permanent  pools  during  prolonged  dry 
periods  when  there  are  no  flows  in  the  stream. 
The  stream  reaches  currently  occupied  are  4  to 
10  feet  wide  and  typically  very  shallow,  except 


for  a  few  pools  that  may  be  up  to  one-foot  deep. 
Portions  of  some  of  the  occupied  streams  are 
only  intermittent.  Spawning  occurs  in  spring  in 
riffle  areas.  The  Zuni  bluehead  sucker  feeds  on 
algae,  invertebrates,  and  small  fish.  Its 
populations  are  now  highly  adjunct  and  reduced 
in  distribution  due  to  diversion  dams, 
overgrazing,  logging,  and  pollution.  The  Rio 
Pescado  population  is  threatened  by  proposed 
dam  construction,  since  this  species  apparently 
does  not  do  well  in  reservoirs.  Nonnative 
predators  are  also  a  threat.  Loss  of  food 
resources  as  a  result  of  sediment  deposition 
poses  a  threat  to  extant  populations  and  could 
also  suffocate  the  fish’s  eggs  and  larvae  (Propst 
1999),  The  proposed  introduction  of  the  grass 
carp  for  vegetation  control  into  Ramah 
Reservoir  and  other  reservoirs  on  the  Zuni 
Indian  Reservation  also  poses  an  unknown 
threat  to  the  Zuni  bluehead  sucker  (Propst 
1999). 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  and  aquatic  areas  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  do  not  occur  within 
the  Zuni  basin  inhabited  by  the  Zuni  bluehead 
sucker.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "No  Effect” 
situation  for  this  species.  Thus,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.19  Jemez  Mountains  Salamander 
(Plethodon  neomexicanus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Jemez 
Mountains  salamander  is  endemic  to  north- 
central  New  Mexico  (e.g.,  Jemez  Mountains  in 
Sandoval,  Los  Alamos,  and  Rio  Arriba 
Counties).  More  than  90%  of  the  populations 
are  believed  to  occur  on  lands  administered  by 
the  Santa  Fe  National  Forest.  It  is  a  small 
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woodland  salamander  found  in  mixed  conifer 
and  spruce-fir  forests  above  7,200  feet  in 
elevation.  It  usually  occurs  below  the  surface 
(e.g.,  under  rocks  and  in  fallen  logs).  Old 
stabilized  talus  slopes  are  important  cover, 
especially  those  with  a  good  cover  of  damp  soil 
and  plant  debris.  Prey  items  are  insects  and 
other  small  invertebrates. 

Habitat  alteration  continues  to  be  a  threat  to 
the  species.  Any  activity  that  creates  drier 
conditions  can  be  detrimental  (e.g.,  timber¬ 
cutting  and  other  vegetation  clearing, 
overgrazing,  and  forest  fires). 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  do  not  occur 
within  the  known  distribution  of,  nor  have 
preferred  habitat  for,  the  Jemez  Mountains 
salamander.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined 
that  the  implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  would  result  in  a  "No 
Effect"  situation  for  this  species.  Because  of  the 
"No  Effect”  determination,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.20  Texas  Horned  Lizard 

(Phrynosoma  cornutum) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Texas 
homed  lizard  inhabits  flat,  open,  generally  dry 
country  with  little  plant  cover  except  for 
bunchgrass  and  cactus.  In  New  Mexico,  it 
occurs  between  about  2,800  and  6,800  feet  in 
elevation.  It  is  strictly  terrestrial  and  can  bury 
itself  in  loose  soil  that  is  sandy,  loamy,  or  rocky. 
Texas  homed  lizards  are  often  associated  with 
prairie  dog  towns.  Populations  of  the  lizard 
occur  in  both  grazed  and  ungrazed  areas.  It  also 
seeks  shelter  under  rocks.  The  Texas  horned 
lizard  prefers  ants  for  prey. 


Effects  Determination:  The  Texas  homed 
lizard  could  occur  within  the  specified  riparian 
areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office. 
However,  their  preferred  habitats  more  closely 
coincide  with  upland  areas.  Therefore,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "No  Effect" 
situation  for  this  species.  Thus,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 

B.3.21  American  Peregrine  Falcon  (Falco 
peregrinus  anatum) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  In  New  Mexico, 
the  American  peregrine  falcon  breeds  locally  in 
mountainous  areas  and  occurs  in  all  New 
Mexico  mountain  ranges.  The  species  occurs 
during  migration  essentially  statewide,  but 
mainly  west  of  the  eastern  plains.  The  preferred 
habitat  for  the  peregrine  falcon  is  generally 
large  cliffs  (100  to  200  feet  high)  near  water  and 
with  relatively  dense  avian  prey  species 
(e.g.,  waterfowl,  passerine  birds,  and 
shorebirds).  Habitat  requirements  typically 
include  an  inaccessible  nest  site,  an  adequate 
prey  base,  proximity  to  water,  and  isolation 
from  human  disturbances.  They  are  found  in 
Douglas-fir,  hemlock-sitka  spmce,  redwood, 
ponderosa  pine,  larch/white  pine,  lodgepole 
pine,  fir-spmce,  aspen  (hardwoods),  chaparral, 
and  piny  on-juniper  forest  types.  Foraging 
habitats  are  varied  and  include  riparian 
woodlands,  coniferous  and  deciduous  forests, 
shmblands,  and  prairies. 

The  main  threat  to  peregrine  falcons  has 
been  attributed  to  pesticide  use,  particularly 
DDT  (dichlorodipheny  1-trich  loroethane) . 
Continuing  threats  include  pesticide  poisoning 
in  wintering  grounds,  low  breeding  densities  and 
reproductive  isolation,  lack  of  gene  flow 
between  populations,  reduced  availability  of 
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foraging  habitat  and  avian  prey,  and  disturbance 
of  nesting  pairs.  Nevertheless,  both  subspecies 
were  removed  from  the  federal  list  of 
endangered  and  threatened  wildlife  effective 
August  25,  1999  (Mesta  1999). 

Bluewater  Canyon  is  the  only  specified 
riparian  area  within  a  high  cliff  area  that  could 
provide  potential  peregrine  falcon  habitat. 
Migratory  falcons  may  fly  over  many  of  the 
other  riparian  areas  and  may  temporarily  use 
these  areas  for  foraging.  Management  strategies 
to  improve  and  protect  the  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitats  would  improve  habitat  conditions  for 
the  peregrine  falcon’s  prey  base. 

Effects  Determination:  Because  one  of  the 
specified  riparian  areas  in  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  area  contains  large  cliffs  and  the 
other  riparian  areas  support  a  potential  prey  base 
that  could  be  enhanced  by  the  proposed  action, 
the  BLM  has  determined  that  implementation  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  identi¬ 
fied  in  this  FEIS  would  result  in  a  ‘‘May  Affect  - 
Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Ajfect"  situation  for  the 
peregrine  falcon.  The  cumulative  impact 
associated  with  this  determination  would  be  an 
increase  in  the  quality  of  habitat  to  support  the 
avian  prey  base  for  the  peregrine  falcon. 

B.3.22  Baird’s  Sparrow  (Ammodramus 
bairdii) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Baird’s  sparrow 
is  a  neotropical  migrant.  It  is  a  migrant  in 
New  Mexico  and  occurs  primarily  in  the  eastern 
plains  and  southern  lowlands,  although  it  may 
winter  in  some  locales  (e.g.,  Roswell  area). 
Recent  records  are  mainly  in  the  Animas  Valley 
(Hidalgo  County),  a  key  habitat  area.  It  may  also 
be  more-or-less  regular  in  the  Dry  Cimarron 
Valley  (Union  County)  and  near  Nutt  (Luna 
County).  It  is  a  grassland  species  that  breeds  in 
the  northern  Great  Plains.  In  New  Mexico,  it  has 
been  found  in  a  variety  of  habitats,  ranging  from 


desert  grasslands  in  the  south  to  prairies  in  the 
northeast,  and  mountain  meadows  in  the  San 
Juan  and  Sangre  de  Cristo  Mountains.  Food 
consists  of  seeds  (especially  grasses)  and 
insects. 

Reasons  for  the  decline  of  Baird’s  sparrow 
are  probably  related  to  the  effects  of  drought, 
agriculture,  and  grazing  on  the  shrubby 
shortgrass  habitats.  Loss  of  cover  and  loss  of 
seed  crops  are  likely  the  most  deleterious  effects 
on  migratory  and  winter  habitats.  In  1994,  only 
three  individuals  at  two  sites  were  reported  in 
New  Mexico.  Management  practices  to  improve 
the  status  of  Baird’s  sparrow  would  include 
range  improvements  that  would  leave  more 
cover  and  allow  for  greater  production  of  grass 
seeds. 

Effects  Determination:  The  preferred 
habitats  used  by  the  Baird’s  sparrow  while 
migrating  through  New  Mexico  do  not  include 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  habitats.  In 
addition,  the  specified  riparian  areas  located 
within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  do  not 
occur  within  the  primary  geographical  areas 
used  by  the  species.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in 
“No  Effect”  for  the  Baird’s  sparrow.  Thus,  there 
would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing 
or  foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within 
the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species 
due  to  this  action. 


B.3.23  Black  Tern  (Chlidonias  niger) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  black  tern 
migrates  statewide  and  is  considered  rare  to 
locally  fairly  common.  These  birds  are  most 
frequent  in  summer  in  the  San  Juan  Valley, 
Jicarilla  Apache  Indian  Reservation,  the  middle 
Rio  Grande  Valley,  and  at  Bitter  Lake  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  Habitats  utilized  include  desert 
riparian  deciduous  woodlands,  especially  with 
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cottonwoods!  They  breed  in  prairie  wetlands, 
taiga  bogs,  and  marshes.  Foods  include  fish  and 
invertebrates. 

Limiting  factors  include  fluctuating  water 
levels  that  eliminate  nesting.  Management 
practices  that  are  adverse  to  the  black  tern 
include  wetland  drainage.  Beneficial 
management  practices  include  restricting  habitat 
disturbance,  conducting  wetland  improvements, 
and  establishing  artificial  islands  or  rafts  in 
water. 

Effects  Determination:  The  location  of  the 
specified  riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep 
areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  do 
not  coincide  with  geographic  areas  most 
frequented  by  black  terns.  Nevertheless,  the 
black  tern  could  occur  within  the  borders  of  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Habitat  management 
would  maintain  and  improve  habitat  conditions 
suitable  for  the  black  tern  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office.  Therefore,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  implementation  of  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in 
a  “May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  the  black  tern.  The  cumulative 
impact  associated  with  the  “May  Affect  -  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely  Affect”  determination  would 
be  an  increase  in  the  quality  of  habitat  that  could 
support  the  black  tern. 

B.3.24  Broad-Billed  Hummingbird 

(Cynanthus  latirostris  magicus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  broad¬ 
billed  hummingbird  is  local  and  uncommon  in 
New  Mexico.  It  summers  regularly  in 
Guadalupe  Canyon  (Hidalgo  County  in  the 
southwestern  comer  of  New  Mexico),  which  is 
the  key  habitat  area  for  this  species  in  the  state. 
Within  the  borders  of  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office,  the  broad-billed  hummingbird  has  been 
reported  as  a  vagrant  at  the  Bandelier  National 
Monument  (eastern  portion  of  Sandoval 


County).  This  species  occurs  primarily  in 
riparian  woodlands  at  low  to  moderate 
elevations.  The  broad-billed  hummingbird  feeds 
on  nectar  and  small  invertebrates.  In  Guadalupe 
Canyon,  the  species  nests  in  a  variety  of  trees, 
shmbs,  and  even  forbs.  Snake  predation  is  a 
main  cause  of  nest  failure.  Principal  threats  to 
the  species  are  loss  of  riparian  woodlands  in 
Guadalupe  Canyon  and  similar  canyons  in 
southwestern  New  Mexico. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  that 
occur  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area 
are  located  well  north  of  where  the  broad-billed 
hummingbird  nests  within  New  Mexico.  Neither 
are  the  riparian  areas  located  within  the  area 
where  the  species  has  been  observed  as  a 
vagrant  within  Sandoval  County.  Thus,  the 
BLM  has  determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  management  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  would  result  in  a  “No  Effect” 
situation  for  the  broad-billed  hummingbird,  even 
though  habitat  management  would  enhance 
conditions  that  the  species  utilizes.  Because 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
have  “No  Effect”  on  the  species,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  the  broad-billed 
hummingbird  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.25  Common  Black-Hawk 

(Buteogallus  anthracinus 
anthracinus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  common 
black-hawk  is  a  riparian  obligate  species  found 
in  cottonwood  and  other  well-developed 
woodlands  along  permanent  lowland  streams.  In 
New  Mexico,  it  is  generally  an  uncommon 
summer  resident  and  is  most  numerous  in  the 
Gila  Basin  where  several  pairs  are  known  to 
nest.  Key  habitat  areas  are  the  lower  elevations 
of  the  Gila,  San  Francisco,  and  Mimbres 
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drainages.  The  common  black-hawk  has  also 
occurred  sparingly  in  the  Rio  Grande  Valley, 
including  having  bred  northward  to  near 
Albuquerque.  Nest  sites  are  typically  high  in  a 
cottonwood.  It  feeds  upon  invertebrates,  fish, 
amphibians,  reptiles,  birds,  and  mammals. 
Populations  of  the  common  black-hawk  have 
declined  from  habitat  loss  and  modification. 
Adverse  management  practices  include 
channelization  and  livestock  grazing.  Shooting 
of  birds  and  nest  destruction  have  also 
threatened  the  species. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  that 
occur  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  area 
are  generally  located  north  of  the  New  Mexican 
drainages  where  the  common  black-hawk  nests. 
Thus,  the  BLM  has  determined  that  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect”  situation  for  the  common  black- 
hawk,  even  though  habitat  management  would 
enhance  conditions  that  the  species  utilizes. 
Because  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  have  “No  Effect”  on  the 
species,  there  would  be  no  incremental  increase 
in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
the  common  black-hawk  due  to  this  action. 


B.3.26  Ferruginous  Hawk  (Butea  regalis) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  ferruginous 
hawk  occurs  as  a  localized  resident  almost 
statewide,  but  is  considered  to  be  rare  or 
uncommon  as  a  resident.  It  also  migrates  and 
winters  statewide  and  is  considered  rare  to  fairly 
common  as  a  migrant.  These  hawks  breed  in 
open  country  (usually  prairies,  plains,  and 
badlands)  and  nest  in  trees  and  bushes,  ledges, 
large  rocks,  riverbanks,  and  hillsides.  Because 
they  depend  on  native  grasslands  where  nest 
sites  are  scarce,  they  will  reuse  nests  until  nests 
are  sometimes  more  than  9  feet  tall.  The 


ferruginous  hawk  is  often  associated  with  prairie 
dog  towns.  Its  territory  size  is  about  10  square 
miles.  The  hawk  feeds  mostly  on  rodents  and 
rabbits  but  also  consumes  reptiles  and  large 
insects. 

Nest  sites  are  considered  vulnerable  to 
human  disturbance,  and  many  hawks  are  shot 
while  perched  along  roads.  However,  a  larger 
threat  is  conversion  of  grasslands  to  monotypic 
rowcrops.  Prairie  dog  control  programs  are  also 
a  threat  to  the  hawk.  Activities  considered 
adverse  to  the  ferruginous  hawk  include  road 
construction,  mining,  and  vegetation  removal  by 
chaining.  Beneficial  management  practices 
include  restricting  disturbance,  leaving  large 
trees,  and  controlled  (vs.  uncontrolled)  livestock 
grazing. 

Effects  Determination:  Riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  could  in  the  short 
term  improve  habitat  for  the  ferruginous  hawk’s 
prey  species  and  also  provide  perching  sites  for 
the  hawk.  Once  larger  cottonwoods  become 
established  at  some  of  the  riparian  areas,  there 
would  be  potential  for  the  ferruginous  hawk  to 
nest  at  these  areas.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  this  species.  The  cumulative  impact 
associated  with  this  determination  would  be  an 
increase  in  habitat  quality  to  support  the  prey 
base  of  the  ferruginous  hawk  and  eventually 
establishment  of  trees  (cottonwoods)  that  could 
potentially  serve  as  nesting  sites  for  the  hawk. 


B.3.27  Gray  Vireo  (Vireo  vicinior) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  gray  vireo 
breeds  in  North  America  and  winters  primarily 
south  of  the  U.S. -Mexico  border.  Key  habitat 
areas  include  the  San  Juan  Valley  below  Navajo 
Lake,  the  Glenwood  area  (Catron  County), 
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Guadalupe  Canyon  (Hidalgo  County),  and  the 
southern  end  of  the  Guadalupe  Mountains.  The 
gray  vireo’ s  breeding  habitat  includes  open 
woodlands  and  shrublands  featuring  evergreen 
trees  and  shrubs.  Junipers  are  the  dominant 
element,  although  oaks  frequently  occur  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  range.  They  most  often 
occur  in  arid  juniper  woodlands  on  foothills  and 
mesas,  often  associated  with  oaks  and  usually  in 
habitat  with  a  well-developed  grass  component. 
Nest  sites  are  generally  2.5  to  8.0  feet  above 
ground.  They  can  also  be  found  in  riparian 
woodlands.  The  gray  vireo  is  insectivorous  and 
forages  1  to  12  feet  off  the  ground.  Threats  to 
the  gray  vireo  include  loss  or  modification  of 
quality  juniper-grassland  habitat.  Many  gray 
vireo  nests  are  parasitized  by  brown-headed 
cowbirds. 

Effects  Determination:  Since  the  gray 
vireo  can  occur  in  riparian  woodlands,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "May  Affect  - 
Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect”  situation  for  this 
species.  Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  manage¬ 
ment  would  maintain  and  improve  habitat 
potentially  suitable  for  the  gray  vireo  and/or  its 
insect  prey  base.  The  cumulative  impact 
associated  with  the  "May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to 
Adversely  Affect”  determination  for  the  gray 
vireo  would  be  an  increase  in  the  quality  of 
habitat  to  support  this  species. 

B.3.28  Harlequin  Duck  (Histrionicus 
histrionicus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  harlequin 
duck  inhabits  streams  with  emergent  plants  or  a 
narrow  streamside  band  of  deciduous  trees  and 
shrubs.  Breeding  pairs  are  generally  associated 
with  turbulent,  high  mountain  streams  in 
subalpine  areas.  It  nests  on  the  ground  among 
boulders  or  in  tree  or  cliff  cavities  near  streams. 
It  winters  in  rough  surf  along  rocky  seashores. 
Recent  records  are  limited  to  individuals  seen 


on  front  range  lakes  and  reservoirs.  It  feeds  on 
invertebrates  and  small  fish.  It  is  listed  as 
accidental  in  New  Mexico,  with  records  only  for 
Rio  Arriba  and  Taos  Counties. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  do  not  coincide  with  the  preferred  habitat 
or  geographic  range  of  the  harlequin  duck. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  "No  Effect”  for 
this  species.  Because  of  the  "No  Effect” 
situation  for  the  harlequin  duck,  there  would  be 
no  incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 

B.3.29  Loggerhead  Shrike  (Lanius 
ludovicianus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Loggerhead 
shrikes  are  rare  to  fairly  common  statewide 
residents.  They  nest  in  sagebrush  areas,  desert 
scrub,  pinyon-juniper  woodlands,  and  woodland 
edges.  Open  country  interspersed  with  improved 
pastures,  grasslands,  and  wheatfields  is  primary 
shrike  habitat.  They  are  usually  seen  in 
relatively  dry  habitats  dominated  by  shrubs  and 
desert  saltgrass.  Bare  ground  is  also  a  key 
component  in  some  areas.  Prey  items  are 
generally  large  insects  and  small  mammals. 

They  also  feed  on  lizards  and  will  occasionally 
eat  carrion.  The  feeding  territory  radius 
defended  by  the  loggerhead  shrike  is  up  to 
2,000  feet. 

Declines  in  the  loggerhead  shrike  are 
attributed  to  contaminated  prey,  loss  of  nesting 
sites  (e.g.,  hedgerows  and  thorn  trees),  and  loss 
of  pastureland  feeding  habitat.  Loggerhead 
shrikes  are  unresponsive  or  show  mixed 
responses  to  livestock  grazing. 
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Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  do  not  coincide  with  the  preferred  habitat 
of  the  loggerhead  shrike.  Therefore,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  implementation  of  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in 
a  "No  Effect"  situation  for  the  loggerhead 
shrike.  Because  of  the  "No  Effect"  situation  for 
the  loggerhead  shrike,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.30  Northern  Goshawk  (Accipiter 
gentilis) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  New  Mexico  is 
at  the  southern  edge  of  the  northern  goshawk’s 
general  breeding  distribution  and  has  the 
smallest  known  breeding  population  among  the 
1 1  western  states.  In  1996,  there  were  at  least 
132  northern  goshawk  breeding  territories  in 
New  Mexico.  It  occurs  locally  in  mature,  closed 
canopied  coniferous  forests  (e.g.,  ponderosa 
pine,  mixed  species,  and  spruce-fir)  of  lower 
elevations  (2,800  to  5,500  feet)  of  mountains 
and  high  mesas.  These  hawks  will  also  use 
deciduous  woodlands  and  show  a  preference  for 
woodland  openings  with  water  nearby. 
Goshawks  prefer  to  nest  within  0.25  mile  of 
water  in  forest  blocks  of  greater  than  200  acres. 
Nest  sites  generally  have  large  trees  and  dense 
canopies,  typically  on  slopes  with  northerly 
exposures.  The  birds  select  large,  older  trees  for 
nest  sites.  Nesting  home  range  is  about 
6,000  acres  (nest  area  is  about  30  acres,  post 
fledging-family  area  is  about  420  acres,  and 
foraging  area  is  about  5,400  acres).  There  is 
some  evidence  that  northern  goshawks  in  the 
Southwest  winter  on  or  near  their  nesting  home 
range. 

Northern  goshawks  are  predators  of  forest 
birds  and  mammals.  Snags,  downed  logs,  woody 


debris,  openings,  large  trees,  herbaceous  and 
shrubby  understories,  and  interspersion  of 
vegetation  structure  stage  are  important  features 
for  the  presence  and  condition  of  prey 
populations. 

Habitat  loss  is  believed  responsible  for  the 
decline  in  the  species.  They  are  also  threatened 
by  human  disturbance,  poaching,  pesticides,  loss 
of  suitable  nest  trees,  and  loss  of  nesting  and 
foraging  habitats  due  to  timber  harvesting  and 
livestock  grazing.  Accumulated  fuels  and  dense 
forest  conditions  resulting  from  fire  suppression 
have  increased  the  potential  loss  of  goshawk 
habitat  through  catastrophic  wildfire  and 
epidemic  infestations  of  insects  and  diseases. 
Increased  shading  from  dense  regeneration  has 
also  reduced  herbaceous  and  shrubby 
understories  that  are  important  for  prey  species. 
Livestock  and  wildlife  browsing  and  grazing 
have  accentuated  this  loss.  Also,  timber 
harvesting,  which  began  in  the  1 800s  and  has 
focused  on  large  trees,  has  resulted  in  few 
remaining  mature  and  old  forests  and  associated 
habitat  attributes. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  do  not  coincide  with  preferred  habitat  for 
the  northern  goshawk  (i.e.,  large  expanses  of 
mature  coniferous  forests).  Therefore,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  implementation  of  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in 
a  "No  Effect"  situation  for  this  species.  Because 
of  the  "No  Effect"  situation  for  the  northern 
goshawk,  there  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.31  Western  Burrowing  Owl  (Athene 
cunicularia  hypugea) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  western 
burrowing  owl  summers  and  occasionally 
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winters  in  New  Mexico,  although  it  normally 
winters  south  of  the  Mexican  border.  It  is  a 
semifossorial  species,  often  nesting  colonially  in 
abandoned  burrows  of  prairie  dogs,  ground 
squirrels,  woodchucks,  and  other  mammals.  The 
owls  breed  in  grasslands,  prairies,  or  open  areas 
near  human  habitation  (e.g.,  golf  courses  and 
airports).  They  occur  at  lower  (2,800  to 
5,500  feet)  and  middle  (5,000  to  7,500  feet) 
elevations.  Their  home  range  averages  about 
2  acres.  Insects  make  up  the  highest  percentage 
of  food  items,  although  mammals  are  greater  in 
biomass. 

Limiting  factors  for  the  western  burrowing 
owl  are  low  densities  of  burrow-digging 
mammals,  predation,  starvation,  diseases  and 
parasites,  and  poisoning  (indirect,  related  to 
efforts  to  control  prairie  dogs  and  ground 
squirrels).  Management  practices  that  are 
adverse  to  the  western  burrowing  owl  include 
roads,  hedgerows  and  snow/wind  breaks  with 
trees  and  shrubs,  and  increased  vegetative 
diversity.  Beneficial  management  practices  are 
those  that  restrict  habitat  disturbances,  establish 
artificial  nest  structures,  create  urban  greenbelts, 
and  control  (vs.  not  control)  livestock  grazing. 

Effects  Determination:  Riparian  areas  are 
not  preferred  habitats  for  the  burrowing  owl. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
have  "No  Effect"  on  the  burrowing  owl.  Thus, 
there  would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the 
existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.32  White-Faced  Ibis  (Plegadis  chihi) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  white-faced 
ibis  is  a  statewide  migrant  and  is  considered  rare 
to  uncommon  both  during  migration  and  during 
the  summer.  Ibis  are  generally  seen  in 
association  with  shoreline  and  marsh  habitats 


that  border  open  water.  They  usually  occur  at 
lower  elevations  (2,800  to  5,500  feet). 

Vegetation  within  these  areas  often  consists  of 
cattails  and  rushes,  but  other  plant  species 
(including  occasional  shrubs  and  trees)  are 
frequently  present.  Nesting  colonies  are  located 
in  shrubs  and  low  trees  or  in  dense  standing 
reeds  and  tules  near  or  in  large  marshes. 
White-faced  ibis  usually  nest  in  mixed  colonies 
with  snowy  egrets,  cattle  egrets,  and  black- 
crowned  night-herons.  They  feed  on  crayfish, 
frogs,  grasshoppers,  other  invertebrates,  and 
plants  (fruits,  seeds,  and  cones). 

Limiting  factors  for  the  white-faced  ibis 
include  restricted  number  of  breeding  locations, 
exposure  of  breeding  colonies  to  fluctuating 
water  levels,  risk  of  pesticide  poisoning,  and 
disappearance  of  wetland  habitats.  Human 
disturbance  can  cause  abandonment  of  roosting 
areas. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  and  wetland  areas  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  do  not  provide  the 
large  marsh  habitats  necessary  to  support  a 
nesting  colony  of  white-faced  ibises. 
Nevertheless,  these  areas  could  provide  forage 
areas  for  the  species.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  "No  Effect" 
situation  for  the  white-faced  ibis.  Because  of  the 
"No  Effect"  situation  for  the  white-faced  ibis, 
there  would  be  no  incremental  increase  in  the 
existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.33  Yellow-Billed  Cuc\iOO  (Coccyzus 
americana) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  yellow¬ 
billed  cuckoo  occurs  in  woodlands  throughout 
the  United  States.  It  is  a  regular  breeder  in  New 
Mexico.  The  birds  migrate  in  summer  statewide 
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and  are  considered  rare  to  fairly  common. 
Cuckoos  are  associated  with  lowland  deciduous 
woodlands,  willow  and  alder  thickets,  second- 
growth  woods,  deserted  farmlands,  and 
orchards.  Breeding  occurs  in  San  Juan,  Dry 
Cimarron,  Rio  Grande,  Pecos,  Mora,  Canadian, 
San  Francisco,  and  Gila  Valleys.  Nesting  sites 
include  riparian  woodlands  and  similar  habitats. 
It  feeds  primarily  upon  insects. 

The  populations  of  yellow-billed  cuckoos 
fluctuate  in  response  to  changes  in  caterpillar 
abundance.  Loss  or  disturbance  of  riparian 
habitat  in  the  west  also  accounts  for  the  species 
decline.  Other  effects  may  be  related  to 
increased  predation  or  disturbance  of  the  winter 
range  in  South  America.  Management  practices 
that  adversely  affect  the  cuckoo  include 
clearcutting,  agriculture,  livestock  grazing,  and 
pesticide  use.  Small  forest  openings  and  the 
establishment  of  urban  greenbelts  and  woodlots 
are  beneficial  to  the  species. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  include  no  valleys  within  which  the 
yellow-billed  cuckoo  is  known  to  breed. 
Nevertheless,  the  riparian  areas  could  provide 
potential  nesting  sites  and  would  provide 
suitable  habitat  for  migrating  individuals. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined  that 
implementation  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  a  “May  Affect  - 
Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect"  situation  for  the 
yellow-billed  cuckoo.  The  cumulative  impacts 
associated  with  the  “May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to 
Adversely  Affect”  determination  for  the  yellow¬ 
billed  cuckoo  would  be  the  enhancement  and 
increase  in  foraging  and  potential  breeding  sites 
for  the  species. 


B.3.34  Big  Free-Tailed  Bat  (Nyctinomops 
macrotis) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  big  free¬ 
tailed  bat  occurs  in  New  Mexico  from  late  May 
through  late  October.  It  prefers  coniferous  and 
mixed  woodlands  and  depends  on  rocky  cliffs 
with  crevices  and  fissures  for  roosting.  They 
have  been  found  in  sycamore,  cottonwood,  and 
rabbitbrush  riparian  habitats.  These  bats  feed  on 
invertebrates,  particularly  moths.  The  big  free¬ 
tailed  bat  may  be  limited  by  the  availability  of 
suitable  drinking  sites  (e.g.,  large,  obstacle-free 
ponds). 

Effects  Determination:  Although  the  big 
free-tailed  bat  is  known  to  use  riparian  areas,  the 
specified  riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  are  not  located  near  its  preferred 
habitat  of  coniferous  and  mixed  woodlands. 
Also,  large  obstacle-free  ponds  preferred  for 
drinking  sites  coincide  with  few  of  the  specified 
sites.  Nevertheless,  since  the  riparian  areas 
could  provide  forage  areas,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  the  big  free-tailed  bat.  The 
cumulative  impact  associated  with  this 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  habitats  to  provide  prey  species  and 
foraging  sites  for  the  big  free-tailed  bat. 

B.3.35  Fringed  Myotis  (Myotis 
thysanodes) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  fringed 
myotis  inhabits  mid-elevation  grasslands, 
deserts,  and  oak  and  pinyon  woodlands.  In 
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addition,  it  occurs  in  high-elevation  spruce-fir 
forests.  Roosts  have  been  located  in  ponderosa 
pine  and  mixed  conifer  habitat  types.  Large 
snags  are  roost  sites  for  both  pregnant  and 
lactating  bats.  They  occupy  mines,  caves,  and 
buildings  transiently  during  the  night.  They  feed 
on  invertebrates  and  forage  over  watercourses. 
Accessible  surface  water,  suitable  roost  sites, 
and  food  are  necessary  components  of  viable 
habitat. 

Threats  to  the  species  include  human 
disturbance  at  roost  sites,  cave  destruction,  and 
habitat  loss.  Adverse  management  practices 
include  maintaining  even-age  forest  stands, 
livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide 
use. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
fringed  myotis.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect" 
situation  for  this  species.  Establishment  of 
riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures  would 
enhance  most  riparian  areas.  The  cumulative 
impacts  associated  with  the  “May  Affect  - 
Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect"  determination 
would  be  an  increase  in  the  quality  of  foraging 
habitat  sites  for  the  fringed  myotis. 

B.3.36  Long-Eared  Myotis  (Myotis  evotis) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  long-eared 
myotis  is  active  in  New  Mexico  at  least  from  the 
end  of  June  to  mid-August.  Its  roosts  have  been 
located  in  ponderosa  pine  and  mixed  conifer 
habitat  types.  This  insectivorous  bat  is 
seemingly  a  species  of  the  yellow  pine  zone  and 
above  (e.g.,  it  has  been  observed  at  an  elevation 
of  9,600  feet).  Roosting  substrates  include 
ponderosa  pine  snags,  downed  logs,  stumps,  and 
rock  crevices.  The  long-eared  bat  principally 


feeds  by  gleaning  insects  off  vegetation. 
Accessible  surface  water,  suitable  roost  sites, 
and  food  are  necessary  components  of  viable 
habitat. 

The  extensive  use  of  both  live  and  dead 
trees  by  these  bats  in  pinyon-juniper  habitats  has 
important  implications  in  the  regulation  of 
fuelwood  harvest  and  salvage  logging  in  the 
Southwest.  Adverse  management  practices 
include  creating  even-age  forest  stands, 
livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide 
use. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  occur  below  the  preferred  elevation  of 
the  long-eared  myotis.  Also,  the  areas 
surrounding  the  specified  riparian  areas  do  not 
contain  preferred  roosting  areas  (i.e.,  ponderosa 
pine  and  mixed  conifers).  Therefore,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  would  result  in  “No  Effect"  for  the 
long-eared  myotis.  Thus,  there  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or  fore¬ 
seeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to 
this  action. 


B.3.37  Long-Legged  Myotis  (Myotis 
volans) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  long-legged 
myotis  is  believed  to  occur  primarily  at  the 
ponderosa  pine  zone  or  above,  although  some 
have  been  observed  in  grasslands  (e.g.,  at 
Albuquerque  and  Glen  wood).  These  bats  occur 
in  the  state  from  at  least  mid-May  to  late 
September.  They  are  found  in  sycamore, 
cottonwood,  and  rabbitbrush  riparian  habitats. 
They  also  occur  in  various  coniferous  and 
deciduous  woodlands  and  coniferous  forests.  It 
uses  cavities  in  deciduous  and  coniferous  trees. 
Roost  sites  have  been  located  in  ponderosa  pine 
and  mixed  conifer  forest  types.  A  maternity 
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colony  has  been  found  in  an  abandoned  building 
(near  Eagle  Nest  in  Colfax  County).  Maternity 
colonies  may  also  occur  in  attics,  caves,  and  live 
or  dead  trees.  Large  snags  serve  as  roost  sites 
for  pregnant  and  lactating  bats.  Large  snags  well 
distributed  in  a  landscape  may  help  maintain  bat 
populations.  They  forage  about  30  feet  over  the 
tree  canopy  and  along  the  stream  bank.  Access 
to  water,  suitable  roost  sites,  and  food  are 
necessary  components  of  viable  bat  habitat  in 
the  Southwest. 

Adverse  management  practices  include 
creation  of  even-age  forest  stands,  livestock 
grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide  use. 
Restricting  the  disturbance  to  this  species  is 
beneficial. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
long-legged  myotis.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
*‘May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect" 
situation  for  this  species.  Establishment  of 
riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures  would 
enhance  most  riparian  areas.  Thus,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  “May 
Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect" 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  foraging  habitat  sites  for  the  long- 
legged  myotis. 

B.3.38  Occult  Little  Brown  Bat  (Myotis 
lucifugus  occultus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Roost  sites  for 
the  occult  little  brown  bat  have  been  located  in 
ponderosa  pine  and  mixed  conifer  habitats. 
Known  summer  roosts  in  New  Mexico  are  in 
buildings.  Large  snags  serve  as  roost  sites  for 
pregnant  and  lactating  bats.  No  hibernacula  have 
been  discovered  for  this  species  in  New  Mexico. 
The  occult  little  brown  bat  is  associated  with 


permanent  waters  (e.g.,  streams,  drainage 
ditches,  and  lakes).  Areas  without  permanent 
water  support  only  transient  individuals. 
Aquatic  insects  are  a  major  component  of  their 
diet.  They  forage  over  water  or  shrubs  near 
water. 

The  availability  of  appropriate  roosts  may 
limit  populations.  Disturbance  of  roosts  may  be 
responsible  for  the  decline  of  this  species. 
Access  to  water,  suitable  roost  sites,  and  food 
are  necessary  components  of  viable  bat  habitat 
in  the  Southwest. 

Adverse  management  practices  include 
creation  of  even-age  forest  stands,  livestock 
grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide  use. 
Restricting  the  disturbance  to  this  species  is 
beneficial. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
occult  little  brown  bat.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect" 
situation  for  this  species.  Establishment  of 
riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures  would 
enhance  most  riparian  areas.  Thus,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  “May 
Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect" 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  foraging  habitat  sites  for  the  occult 
little  brown  bat. 

B.3.39  Pale  Townsend’s  Big-Eared  Bat 
(=  Western)  (Plecotus 
townsendii  pallescens) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  Population 
concentrations  of  pale  Townsend’s  big-eared 
bats  occur  in  areas  with  substantial  surface 
exposures  of  cavity-forming  rocks  and  in  old 
mining  districts.  Among  the  North  American 
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bats,  it  appears  to  be  the  most  dependent  on 
abandoned  or  inactive  mines.  It  occurs  in  a 
variety  of  xeric  and  mesic  habitats,  including 
desert  scrub,  sagebrush,  chaparral,  and 
coniferous  and  deciduous  forests.  These  bats 
feed  on  insects,  particularly  moths.  In 
California,  Townsend’s  big-eared  bats  have 
been  found  to  forage  within  forest  habitats  and 
along  heavily  vegetated  stream  corridors.  They 
avoid  open,  grazed  pastureland. 

This  bat  species  is  threatened  by  habitat 
loss,  vandalism,  and  disturbance  by  cave 
explorers.  Pale  Townsend’s  big-eared  bats  have 
a  strong  preference  for  noctuid  moths.  These 
moths  are  obligate  users  of  lentic  vascular 
hydrophytes  (e.g.,  cattails,  willows,  and 
polygonum).  Thus,  wetland  degradation  could 
indirectly  affect  the  bat.  Beneficial  management 
practices  for  this  species  would  be  to  improve 
riparian  and  wetland  habitats  near  roosts. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
pale  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat.  Therefore,  the 
BLM  has  determined  that  implementation  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management  would 
result  in  a  "May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely 
Affect”  situation  for  this  species.  Establishment 
of  riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures 
would  enhance  most  riparian  areas.  Thus,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  "May 
Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  foraging  habitat  sites  for  the  pale 
Townsend’s  big-eared  bat. 

B.3.40  Small-Footed  Myotis  (Myotis 
ciliolabrum) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  small¬ 
footed  myotis  seems  to  be  most  common  in 
coniferous  and  mixed  woodland  and  montane 
coniferous  forests.  However,  they  have  also 


been  found  in  shortgrass  plains,  grasslands,  and 
oak  savannas  and  woodlands.  They  are 
commonly  associated  with  willows  along 
streamsides.  These  bats  are  also  found  in 
sycamore,  cottonwood,  and  rabbitbrush  riparian 
areas.  The  small-footed  myotis  may  roost 
primarily  in  caves  or  rock  crevices.  Trees  and 
buildings  are  also  utilized. 

Access  to  water,  suitable  roost  sites,  and 
food  are  necessary  components  of  viable  bat 
habitat.  Adverse  management  practices  include 
creation  of  even-age  forest  stands,  livestock 
grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide  use. 
Restricting  disturbance  of  this  species  is 
beneficial. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
small-footed  myotis.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
"May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  this  species.  Establishment  of 
riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures  would 
enhance  most  riparian  areas.  Thus,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  "May 
Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  foraging  habitat  sites  for  the  small¬ 
footed  myotis. 

B.3.41  Spotted  Bat  (Euderma  maculatum) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  In  New  Mexico, 
the  preferred  habitat  for  the  spotted  bat  consists 
of  meadows  in  subalpine  coniferous  forests. 
They  are  often  reported  near  cliffs  over 
perennial  water,  but  individuals  range  from  low 
deserts  to  coniferous  forests.  They  may  summer 
in  forested  areas  and  migrate  through  lower 
elevations  during  other  seasons.  Rocky  areas 
appear  to  be  an  important  element  of  their 
environment.  Spotted  bats  will  roost  in 
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coniferous  forests,  cliffs,  or  canyons.  Riparian 
habitat  appears  to  be  important  to  the  spotted 
bat.  They  primarily  forage  over  standing  water. 
Moths  appear  to  be  the  principal  food  of  the 
spotted  bat. 

Threats  to  the  spotted  bat  include  loss  and 
degradation  of  riparian  and  forest  habitat. 
Adverse  management  practices  include  creation 
of  even-age  forest  stands,  prescribed  fires, 
livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide 
use. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
spotted  bats.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
"May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  this  species.  Establishment  of 
riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures  would 
enhance  most  riparian  areas.  Thus,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the 
"May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect  ” 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  foraging  habitat  sites  for  the  spotted 
bats. 


B.3.42  Yuma  Myotis  (Myotis  yumanensis) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  In  New  Mexico, 
the  zonal  center  of  abundance  for  the  Yuma 
myotis  is  desert,  grassland,  and  woodland,  and 
the  riparian  communities  of  these  zones 
(4,000  to  7,000  feet  elevation).  The  distribution 
of  this  bat  species  is  tied  to  permanent 
watercourses,  usually  below  the  coniferous 
forest.  Railroad  bridges  and  buildings  are 
common  summer  retreats.  Roost  sites  include 
rock  crevices,  caves/mines,  swallow  nests,  and 
man-made  structures.  The  Yuma  bat  is  a 
surface-water  forager  that  feeds  on  various 
invertebrates. 


Adverse  management  practices  include 
creation  of  even-age  forest  stands,  livestock 
grazing  in  riparian  areas,  and  pesticide  use. 
Restricting  disturbance  of  this  species  is 
beneficial. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  suitable  foraging  areas  for  the 
Yuma  myotis.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
"May  Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  this  species.  Establishment  of 
riparian  pastures  and  grazing  exclosures  would 
enhance  most  riparian  areas.  Thus,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  "May 
Affect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
determination  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
quality  of  foraging  habitat  sites  for  the  Yuma 
myotis. 

B.3.43  American  Marten  {Maries 
americana  origenes) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  American 
marten  was  formerly  known  as  the  pine  marten. 
It  has  been  verified  in  the  San  Juan  and  Sangre 
de  Cristo  Mountains  and  reported  (without 
verification)  in  the  Jemez  Mountains.  Within 
these  mountain  ranges,  it  occurs  in  spruce-fir 
forests  and  marginal  alpine  habitat.  Optimal 
habitat  is  composed  of  mature  old-growth 
spruce-fir  communities  with  more  than  30% 
canopy  cover,  well-established  understory  of 
fallen  logs  and  stumps,  and  a  lush  shrub  and 
forb  layer  that  supports  its  prey.  It  avoids  large 
openings  such  as  dear-cuts  and  extensive  bums. 
American  martens  have  also  been  reported  from 
talus  slopes  at  and  above  the  timberline,  alpine 
meadows,  and  tundra.  The  American  marten 
preys  on  small  mammals  (e.g.,  mice,  squirrels, 
pika,  and  hares)  and  also  feeds  on  insects, 
carrion,  and  berries.  The  American  marten  may 
be  extremely  rare  in  New  Mexico. 
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Declines  in  the  species  are  largely  due  to 
habitat  loss  or  alteration  (e.g.,  timber  harvesting, 
snag  removal,  and  firewood  collection).  The 
size  of  continuous  forest  stands  may  be  a 
limiting  factor.  Trapping  has  also  threatened  the 
American  martin.  Overgrazing  may  reduce 
habitat  quality. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian,  wetland,  and  spring/seep  areas  do  not 
occur  within  old-growth  spruce-fir  forests,  nor 
within  the  major  mountain  ranges  where  the 
American  marten  occurs.  Therefore,  the  BLM 
has  determined  that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
management  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  would  result  in  a  “No  Effect”  situation 
for  the  American  marten.  There  would  be  no 
incremental  increase  in  the  existing  or 
foreseeable  future  cumulative  impacts  within  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  for  the  American 
marten  due  to  this  action. 


B.3.44  Cebolleta  Southern  Pocket 

Gopher  (Thomomys  umbrinus 
paquatae) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  Cebolleta 
southern  pocket  gopher  lives  almost  entirely 
underground.  Individuals  of  this  species  occur  in 
grasslands,  rangelands,  cultivated  areas,  and 
meadowlands.  They  prefer  deep,  moist  soils  that 
are  easily  worked.  They  have  been  found  in 
sycamore,  cottonwood,  and  rabbitbrush  riparian 
habitats.  The  home  range  covers  about 
2,200  square  feet  for  males  and  1,300  square 
feet  for  females.  This  gopher  is  a  herbivore  and 
eats  grasses  and  forbs.  It  derives  water  from 
vegetation  and,  therefore,  does  not  require  free 
water.  Extensive  standing  water  in  burrow  areas 
can  be  lethal. 

Effects  Determination:  The  Cebolleta 
southern  pocket  gopher  has  been  reported  from 
riparian  areas;  however,  these  areas  are  not 
preferred  habitats  for  gophers.  Such  areas  are 


also  subject  to  flooding,  which  would  be 
detrimental  to  gophers.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“No  Effect”  situation  for  the  Cebolleta  southern 
pocket  gopher.  There  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to  this  action. 

B.3.45  Goat  Peak  Pika  (Orchotona 
princeps  nigrescens) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  In  New  Mexico, 
Goat  Peak  pika  are  confined  to  talus  slides  and 
boulder  fields  in  alpine  and  subalpine  areas. 
They  occur  commonly  within  the  Jemez 
Mountains  on  patches  of  large  talus  slopes.  The 
occurrence  of  the  pika  in  the  Jemez  Mountains 
is  associated  with  the  distribution  of  the 
permafrost  condition,  which  produces  and 
maintains  appropriate  talus-slope  habitat.  The 
Goat  Peak  pika  is  not  found  below  8,000  feet 
elevation  in  Colorado.  It  cannot  tolerate 
temperatures  above  82.4 °F  for  over  2  hours. 

The  presence  of  pikas  on  most  patches  of 
appropriate  talus  indicate  that  they  disperse 
sufficiently  to  maintain  the  population.  Loss  of 
habitat  can  occur  by  increasing  moisture  in  dry 
areas,  which  promotes  colonization  of 
vegetation  that  fills  the  talus  slopes. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  do  not  include  habitats  preferred  by  the 
Goat  Peak  pika.  Also,  the  riparian  areas  do  not 
occur  within  the  geographical  range  of  the 
species.  Therefore,  the  BLM  has  determined 
that  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management 
would  result  in  a  “No  Effect”  situation  for  the 
Goat  Peak  pika.  No  incremental  increase  in  the 
existing  or  foreseeable  future  cumulative 
impacts  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  for 
this  species  would  be  expected  due  to  this 
action. 
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B.3.46  New  Mexican  (=  Meadow) 

Jumping  Mouse  (Zapus  hudsonius 
luteus) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  New 
Mexican  jumping  mouse  occurs  locally  in  the 
San  Juan,  Jemez,  and  Sacramento  Mountains 
and  in  the  central-northern  and  central  Rio 
Grande  Valley.  There  have  also  been  single 
records  of  it  occurring  in  Taos  and  Valencia 
Counties.  Key  habitat  areas  occur  along  the  Rio 
Cebolla  in  the  Jemez  Mountains,  the  vicinity  of 
Espanola,  Isleta  Marsh  (Bernalillo  County), 
Bosque  del  Apache  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
and  the  Cloudcroft  area.  It  may  also  still  occur 
near  El  Rito  (Rio  Arriba  County)  and  in  Socorro 
County. 

The  New  Mexican  jumping  mouse  is 
primarily  associated  with  riparian  habitats  in 
open  prairies.  These  areas  include  permanent 
streams,  moderate  to  high  soil  moisture,  and 
dense  and  diverse  streamside  vegetation 
consisting  of  grasses,  sedges,  and  forbs.  Such 
habitats  include  wet  meadows,  edges  of 
permanent  ditches,  and  cattail  stands.  Its  home 
range  varies  from  0.15  to  1.09  acres.  The 
omnivorous  New  Mexican  jumping  mouse  feeds 
primarily  on  seeds,  fruits,  and  insects. 

Isolated  populations  of  the  New  Mexican 
jumping  mouse  are  threatened  by  both 
agricultural  and  industrial  development  along 
major  rivers  and  by  recreational  development 
and  range  management  activities  in  montane 
areas.  This  species  requires  relatively  dense 
vegetation  for  population  persistence.  Thus,  its 
scarcity  may  be  related  to  livestock  overgrazing 
in  streamside  habitats.  Periodic  severe  flooding 
may  also  be  detrimental  to  the  mouse. 

Effects  Determination:  The  specified 
riparian  areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  provide  potential  habitat  preferred  by  the 
New  Mexican  jumping  mouse.  However,  the 
riparian  areas  do  not  occur  within  the  key  areas 


known  to  be  populated  by  this  species. 
Nevertheless,  since  the  Albuquerque  Field 
Office  is  located  within  the  range  of  the  New 
Mexican  jumping  mouse,  the  BLM  has 
determined  that  implementation  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
“May  Ajfect  -  Not  Likely  to  Adversely  Affect” 
situation  for  the  species.  The  cumulative 
impacts  associated  with  the  “May  Affect  ~  Not 
Likely  to  Adversely  Affect”  determination  for  the 
New  Mexican  jumping  mouse  would  be  an 
increase  in  the  quality  of  habitats  that  could 
potentially  support  this  species. 

B.3.47  Southwestern  River  Otter  (Lutra 
canadensis  sonorae) 

Distribution  and  Ecology:  The  river  otter 
is  associated  with  permanent  water  sources,  and 
is,  therefore,  associated  with  riparian  areas. 
Overhanging  vegetation  is  an  important 
component  of  otter  habitat.  Den  sites  include 
vacated  beaver  or  nutria  dens  or  abandoned 
man-made  structures.  Fish  make  up  the  greatest 
portion  of  the  diet,  although  otters  also  feed  on 
crayfish,  larger  aquatic  insects,  frogs,  turtles, 
and  other  animals  that  frequent  streams. 

Population  declines  of  the  southwestern 
river  otter  are  associated  with  channelization, 
bank-armoring,  marshland  draining  and  other 
kinds  of  habitat  destruction,  and  harvesting. 
Otters  do  not  generally  live  near  humans 
because  of  associated  environmental 
disturbances.  Surface  mining  and  oil  and  gas 
development  may  seriously  impact  otter 
populations  through  adverse  effects  on  water 
quality,  habitat  suitability,  and  prey  availability. 
This  species  appears  to  have  been  extirpated  in 
New  Mexico.  The  last  confirmed  occurrence  in 
the  state  was  in  1953.  The  occasional, 
unverified  reports  for  the  upper  Rio  Grande  in 
Taos  County  may  be  from  dispersal  of  animals 
recently  introduced  in  Colorado  or  Arizona. 
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Effects  Determination:  The  aquatic 
habitats  associated  with  the  specified  riparian 
areas  within  the  Albuquerque  Field  Office  do 
not  generally  provide  the  potential  habitat  types 
(i.e,,  permanent  water  sources)  required  by  the 
southwestern  river  otter.  Also,  these  streams 
provide  only  a  limited  prey  base  for  otters.  On 
the  basis  of  these  facts,  coupled  with  the 
apparent  extirpation  of  the  otter  in  New  Mexico, 
the  BLM  has  determined  that  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  management  would  result  in  a 
"No  Effect”  situation  for  the  southwestern  river 
otter.  Thus,  there  would  be  no  incremental 
increase  in  the  existing  or  foreseeable  future 
cumulative  impacts  within  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  for  this  species  due  to  this  action. 
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ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  CONSULTATION 


As  required  under  Section  7  of  the 
Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act,  a  draft 
Biological  Evaluation  was  included  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Riparian 
and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  in  the 
Albuquerque  Field  Office  -  Ne\v  Mexico 
(DEIS).  On  the  basis  of  the  draft  Biological 
Evaluation,  informal  consultations  were 
initiated  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


(USFWS).  The  informal  consultations  produced 
a  number  of  comments  and  suggested  changes 
that  were  incorporated  into  the  final  Biological 
Evaluation  presented  in  the  Final  EIS  (FEIS). 
Formal  consultations  were  initiated  on  May  1 , 
2000,  when  the  final  Biological  Evaluation  was 
presented  to  the  USFWS.  The  USFWS  delivered 
a  formal  Biological  Opinion  to  the  Albuquerque 
Field  Office  on  June  2,  2000, 
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